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Abstract 
Climate change has and will have a tremendous effect on humanity. One of the 
consequences is people being forced to move - fleeing from the changes in climate 
and environment. This new group of refugees are known as environmental refugees. 
Scientific evidence (produced amongst others by the IPPC) suggests that 
environmental refugees will challenge our globalized world in growing numbers, 
warning our international political and legal system to take serious considerations of 
the future of these environmental refugees. This project used the ideas of the 
cosmopolitans, Simon Caney, and to some extent Ulrich Beck, to place this new 
group of refugees’ role within the global legal system. We argued that there currently 
is a legal gap within the international legal framework concerning environmental 
refugees and by using Caney’s principles of global justice we sought to outline who 
should bear the responsibility of environmental refugees. Beck’s ideas of our world 
risk society helped us to understand and uncover the risks from a global perspective 
and hereby, environmental refugees. These two theories combined, proved to show 
the complexity of measuring the implications of environmental refugees and how 
difficult it is to place a realistic responsibility.  
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Motivation	  
Climate discussions have been an on going issue for quite some time now, and there 
is still little progress within the field. We have felt frustrated about this lack of 
initiative from many states, affluent leaders, as well as individuals. During the 
summer there were many unfortunate incidents of people illegally fleeing with boats 
from Northern Africa to Europe. These boats were overcrowded and in a bad physical 
shape which resulted in high death tolls. These incidents are not necessarily linked to 
climate changes, but it made us reflect upon the human consequences these patterns 
of migration have. Looking back at recent disasters such as the earthquake in Haiti, 
the tsunami in Thailand, and volcanic eruptions in the Philippines people are still 
displaced due to these disasters, and it made us question what the international scene 
is actually doing to assist these people.  
 
The most recent disaster, seen in the Philippines caused by the storm called Typhoon 
Haiyan, has made the Philippine climate chief negotiator, Yeb Sano, to plea at COP19 
in Warsaw, for more international dedication to climate change reduction, as Carbon 
pollution is causing frequent and intense storms. The Super Typhoon, said by experts, 
was the strongest typhoon ever recorded in human history, and claimed thousands of 
lives and has affected more than 10 million people (Sano, 2013). 
Yeb Sano strongly urges the UN members to dedicate more energy on cutting down 
on carbon pollution and live up to the financial promises that they have made. In his 
moving speech of plea, Yeb Sano describes the reality of climate change, challenging 
climate sceptics: 
“To anyone who continues to deny the reality that is climate change, I dare you 
to get off your ivory tower and away from the comfort of you armchair. I dare 
you to go to the islands of the Pacific, the islands of the Caribbean and the 
islands of the Indian ocean and see the impacts of rising sea levels; to the 
mountainous regions of the Himalayas and the Andes to see communities 
confronting glacial floods, to the Arctic where communities grapple with the 
fast dwindling polar ice caps, to the large deltas of the Mekong, the Ganges, the 
Amazon, and the Nile where lives and livelihoods are drowned, to the hills of 
Central America that confronts similar monstrous hurricanes, to the vast 
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savannahs of Africa where climate change has likewise become a matter of life 
and death as food and water becomes scarce. Not to forget the massive 
hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico and the eastern seaboard of North America. 
And if that is not enough, you may want to pay a visit to the Philippines right 
now.” 
(ibid) 
 
The profound Typhoon in the Philippines has triggered our motivation even more, to 
look further into what the international scene is doing to take their share of 
responsibility, to take climate matters seriously and to legally include environmental 
refugees into international refugee law.  
 
We hope that by looking deeper into the topic, we can discuss the dilemma of the 
future predictions of environmental refugees and which consequences it may have for 
refugees and international borders. Furthermore, we hope to obtain personal 
knowledge of the current state of environmental refugees and climate change.  
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Abbreviations  
COP – Conference of the parties 
 
IPCC – Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
 
UNHCR – The UN Refugee Agency 
 
UNEP – The United National Environment Program 
 
UDHR – The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
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Introduction 
The current global arena is something we have never seen before. Modernity is over 
us where we are seeing international boundaries breaking in order to secure a steady 
globalization of culture, economy, risks, politics, social cohesion and movement of 
people. The contemporary world is restructuring itself with international institutions, 
transnational politics and markets, global economy, transatlantic corporations and 
NGO's – creating a new form of global interdependency. This results in major 
conflicts of cultural and economic interests and decision-making and it has never been 
as hard to decide upon decisions as it is today. Many aspects of global interests have 
to be taken into account. 
Currently the world is facing the perhaps most daunting problem ever - climate 
changes. Climate change is a vast and complex topic, exposing our global insecurities 
of what the future will offer. Climate researchers have made estimations of how 
regions' and countries' energy consumptions have affected our environment and the 
implications it has for our future. International politics are committing countries to 
make promises of greenhouse gas reductions and the awareness of people's 
consumption is discussed throughout the world. 
A vast majority of people still consume far more than necessary, triggering 
international markets and production to produce more than ever. This is not going 
without consequences. Huge environmental disasters and environmental degradation 
does not only imply a reduction of consumerism and collective measures for reducing 
greenhouse gases and CO2, but it implies a serious consideration of those people 
affected. 
 
According to the newest landmark report from the IPCC scientists claim with a 95 % 
certainty “that humans are the “dominant cause” of global warming since the 
1950’s” (McGrath). Climate changes have severe impacts seen in rising sea levels, 
increase in temperatures leading to drought, and extreme disasters such as flooding 
and typhoons. In the Western world we have for approximately 200 years benefitted 
from the successful outcomes of modernization, while parts of the developing world 
is only now starting to benefit. It is therefore easy to state that the Western world has 
contributed mostly to the emissions. These climate changes have severe consequences 
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for communities all over the world, but there is an unequal distribution of the 
causalities. The climate changes are especially affecting poor and vulnerable groups 
in developing countries, where Western countries have in this sense had a more lucky 
escape. The Western countries are repeatedly failing to take their responsibility as was 
seen during the recent COP19 in Poland (Zammit-Lucia). Experts are very cynical 
about an international legally binding commitment on reducing emissions will ever 
happen in 2015 at the COP 21 in Paris. This project emphasizes the anthropogenic 
relation to climate changes, as stated by the IPCC, and claims that there needs to be 
taken a responsibility of constructing a legally binding agreement for dealing with 
these climate changes.  
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Problem Area 
The main obstacle for the world is now how to prevent climate changes from 
escalating. Climate changes are affecting communities all over the world, but 
especially the developing countries are suffering. The developing countries account 
for 98 % of the causalities due to natural disasters (IOM 36). Southeast Asia is hard 
stricken by flooding, and recently the Philippines was hit by the devastating Typhoon 
Haiyan (ABC). Africa, especially the Sahel, is experiencing drought leading to 
increased desertification (Gromko). These are extreme natural hazards and events that 
are increasing in numbers. Climate changes have devastating consequences both in 
death tolls and in loss of property. Climate changes also affect agricultural land 
thereby degrading many farmers’ resources. 
 
It is often poor groups affected by climate changes since they have no economic 
resources to prevent and insure them against climate changes, and the changes can 
therefore wipe out their whole existence. With everything gone and no hope of 
rebuilding their homes people are involuntarily forced to move. Here a new social 
group arises – environmental refugees. Environmental refugees is a rather new 
concept within both the academic and public forum. Due to the continuous increase in 
climate changes, the number of environmental refugees are also increasing, with 
estimations that the number of environmental refugees will surpass that of traditional 
refugees before 2050 with the number ranging between 25 million and up to 1 billion 
(Docherty 349) (IOM 30). Currently there are more people displaced due to climate 
changes than war (HEC).  
 
Seeing as environmental refugees is a rather new term there is no consensus on the 
precise definition. Different definitions have been proposed, but the debate is still 
very diffuse with many aspects to take into consideration. Unlike traditional refugees 
many environmental refugees stay within national borders and are as such not 
prosecuted in the traditional sense. There is a lack of research in the underlying causes 
for migrating, and unless there is a clear cause (such as the typhoon in the 
Philippines) it can be hard to link climate changes with migration as for example the 
long-term drought in Africa. This problematizes the situation of environmental 
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refugees, since it can be difficult to actually document the reason for fleeing. Unlike 
traditional refugees, environmental refugees are not incorporated in any international 
legal agreement and they therefore have no international protection. This lack of 
recognition in international law is referred to as the legal. This project, along with 
many academics and organisations, therefore argues that there is a legal gap that 
needs to be addressed by the international scene. This raises several questions 
concerning environmental refugees and who to address with the question of a 
distribution of responsibility. 
 
This project utilizes the thoughts of cosmopolitanism, which promotes the thoughts of 
a global community based on humanity and respect for each individual, rather than 
groups. By examining international law, refugee protection initiatives, and the placing 
of environmental refugees, we will use major thinkers within cosmopolitanism, who 
offer an alternative way of ordering our current world. These, namely Simon Carney 
and to a certain extent Ulrich Beck, consider climate change, climate change risks and 
how to make people more responsible – in order to secure global justice for all. The 
cosmopolitan thinking offers a way of turning globalization to the better, where we 
together can secure human dignity and rights. Simon Caney has through his work 
focused on climate changes and the distribution of responsibility. Due to his focus on 
climate changes, he will be utilized as the main theoretician for this project, where 
Beck will be used as a complementary and an alternative thought of cosmopolitanism. 
Through Caney’s cosmopolitan view of climate changes, human rights and global 
justice, this project will apply his work to the concept of environmental refugees and 
try to place him in the contemporary debate. This leads to the main problem in 
question: 
 
Problem Formulation: 
From the perspective of Simon Caney’s cosmopolitan thinking of justice, how can his 
theoretical work offer an international law to distribute the responsibility of 
environmental refugees? 
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In order to sufficiently answer and investigate our problem, we have formulated the 
following research questions, which could help uncover some of the various aspects 
to the problem.  
 
Research Question 1:  
How can one define environmental refugees and thereby place them within the 
international framework? 
 
Research Question 2: 
How can the theories of Simon Caney and Ulrich Beck be applied to this projects 
concept of environmental refugees? 
 
Research Question 3: 
How can Simon Caney’s responsibility of environmental refugees be placed in the 
contemporary debate of climate change responsibility? 
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Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework of this project is centred round cosmopolitan thinking. 
This project has chosen to use one main theoretician namely, Simon Caney, professor 
in political theory, due to limited academic research and theories within the topic. As 
a supplement theoretician we have chosen to use the theory of World Risk Society by 
Ulrich Beck professor in sociology. His considerations of our contemporary 
globalized world and the new global risks, will offer another perspective on how 
cosmopolitanism could function according to the risks of climate change. The 
cosmopolitization of cosmopolitan risk communities challenges the way we consider 
responsibility and elaborates on how we could share responsibility through a shared 
knowledge of climate risk. Many other theoreticians work within highly related fields 
and concepts of cosmopolitanism, human rights and justice, but they are not related to 
the ethics of environmental refugees and we therefore find that utilizing them for this 
project would shift the focus from what we actually wish to investigate. However this 
project acknowledges the important contributions and reflections these theories have. 
This chapter will commence with a short outline of cosmopolitanism and the main 
stances behind this ideology. Simon Caney employs the cosmopolitan way of 
thinking, and his relation and stance within cosmopolitanism will be broadened before 
outlining his theoretical concepts that will be utilized in this project. Hereafter we will 
present the cosmopolitan considerations of Ulrich Beck and the theory of world risk 
society, and also shortly state the limitations of this concept in regards to 
environmental refugees. 
A very important aspect of utilizing Simon Caney’s theory on environmental refugees 
is linking these aspects to ethics surrounding climate changes and human rights. It is 
therefore central to include his views on the climate changes and human rights and 
how these can be applied to our discussion of environmental refugees. 
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Cosmopolitanism 
The meaning of cosmopolitanism derives from the idea of being a citizen of two 
worlds, i.e. cosmos and polis. Externally it means the inclusion of otherness of nature, 
other civilizations and otherness of future. Internally it means otherness of object and 
overcoming the mastery of rationalization (Beck, The Cosmopolitan Society and its 
Enemies 18). 
The roots of cosmopolitanism dates back to ancient civilizations, which is evident in 
major religions from all over the world promoting a human community (Delanty, The 
Cosmopolitan Imagination - The renewal of critical social thoery 20). The 
cosmopolitan idea is therefore of a very including nature linking all humans to the 
same community based on a shared morality. The idea of cosmopolitanism has been 
developed throughout history being influenced by the Stoics in the Classical Greece 
(ibid: 20-21), and in the more contemporary tradition, Kant is seen as a main figure 
(ibid: 31). Because of its long tradition cosmopolitanism takes many different forms 
where the three main are; cultural, moral, and political, the most dominant being 
moral cosmopolitanism. All cosmopolitans argue for a community between all human 
beings where the focus is on the individual rights instead of groups or single 
communities. In this sense all individuals are equal. Cosmopolitanism, due to this 
notion of equality, is promoting justice where one has a responsibility for other 
citizens in the global community.  The following quote from philosopher Thomas 
Pogge describes the essentials of cosmopolitanism.  
“Three elements are shared by all cosmopolitan positions. First, individualism: the 
ultimate units of concern are human beings, or persons—rather than, say, family 
lines, tribes, ethnic, cultural, or religious communities, nations, or states. The latter 
may be units of concern only indirectly, in virtue of their individual members or 
citizens. Second, universality: the status of ultimate unit of concern attaches to every 
living human being equally—not merely to some sub-set, such as men, aristocrats, 
Aryans, whites, or Muslims. Third, generality: this special status has global force. 
Persons are ultimate units of concern for everyone—not only for their compatriots, 
fellow religionists, or such like” (Pogge in Caney, 2005: 3-4). 
 
On a more political level, cosmopolitans advocate for a shift in political authority 
from a state level to supranational political institutions (Jones, 2010: 116). This does 
	   16	  
not necessarily entail an idea of a world state, but does however entail political and 
economic institutions different from what they currently are. These supranational 
institutions aim at overcoming the state-centric world, that are responsible for many 
of the problems the world is causing such as war or neglecting to address problems 
such as the environmental changes. By establishing these supranational institutions 
political cosmopolitans hope that these problems will be addressed. 
 
Having outlined the basics of cosmopolitanism, Simon Caney will now be introduced 
in regards to his stance on cosmopolitanism and concepts from his theory chosen for 
this project. 
  
Simon Caney and Cosmopolitanism 
Simon Caney primarily works within the spheres of political and moral 
cosmopolitanism. Caney argues for a global political authority by a more democratic 
procedure within international institutions, because it would make it easier to keep 
them accountable. It is required by these international institutions that they help to 
protect and uphold the people’s civil, political and economic rights. It is necessary in 
order to defeat problems within collective actions, and make sure that there is an 
agreement with the principles of justice (Brock, 2007: 239). According to Caney the 
main values within global political institutions should be: to protect civil and human 
rights, cosmopolitan distributive principles (from the instrumental approach 1 ), 
people’s ability to sustain their cultural and national commitment (also extracted from 
the instrumental approach) and last the pursuit of people’s ability of keeping 
international institutions accountable (a right-based approach2). 
Furthermore Caney supports a system of multi-level governance, meaning that power 
should be given to supra-state and sub-state political authorities instead of states 
(Caney, 2005: 182). 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 The instrumental approach refer to the belief that appropriate political institutions are the most 
compatible in forwarding cosmopolitan moral ideals. This means that the institutions should promote 
cosmopolitan justice instead of utilitarian (Caney, 2005:153). 
2 Right-based approach claim that people have the right to be self-governing in social, economic and 
political matters. In order to have appropriate political institutions people should be allowed to control 
the forces behind the structure that influence their lives (Ibid:153). 
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Throughout his book Justice Beyond Borders Caney argues for egalitarian liberal 
principles of cosmopolitanism, and concludes by identifying five points about 
contemporary cosmopolitanism (ibid: 165). 
- Cosmopolitanism and the relationship between global political theory and domestic 
political theory 
- The varieties of cosmopolitanism 
- Cosmopolitan critiques of other approaches 
- Cosmopolitanism and special duties 
- Criticizing cosmopolitanism   
 
This project will not go in depth will all five points, but instead focuses on the two 
points relevant for this project namely cosmopolitanism and special duties and 
cosmopolitanism and the relationship between global political theory and domestic 
political theory. 
 
Cosmopolitanism and Special Duties 
Special duties are in regards to friends, family, colleagues and so on, and these values 
are justified since these duties only concern people involved in the particular social 
institution. These duties are therefore special, rather than universal. According to 
cosmopolitanism there is no persuasive argument for the justification of special duties 
towards fellow national citizens rather than universal. And if they do exist they must 
do so in accordance with cosmopolitan theory (ibid, 269-270). It is important to be 
aware of Caney’s distinction between rights and duties. Rights entail the rights the 
individual can claim from others and institutions, where duties refer to the obligations 
one has for others. Caney uses a fairly general definition of a right. He views a right 
as the entitlement to be treated in a certain way. This would imply that others are 
bound by duty to treat the person in that certain way which is that person’s right (ibid: 
64). Caney as well claims that a right can be seen as justice in both a civil and 
political way. 
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The Relation Between the Global and Domestic Realm 
This argument defends the “scope claim”, arguing that there should be no difference 
between the domestic and global realm. The scope claim states that there are no moral 
borders. The values and principles of justice that apply within the domestic realm 
should be consistent with those within the global realm. Therefore one cannot argue 
that principles of justice are only valid within national borders and that one is only 
responsibly obliged to fellow national citizens. The scope claim entails both 
instrumental and rights-based arguments, hereby including both political and moral 
cosmopolitanism. However it is important to underline that the scope claim does not 
strive for the two realms being identical in its current forms since too much emphasis 
is on state sovereignty. Of course this point does not state that there are no differences 
between the domestic and global realm, but merely that there should be no 
fundamental moral differences (ibid: 265-267). Caney has developed his own concept 
of the scope claim - The General Argument for Universalism. 
 
The General Argument for Universalism 
Within this concept Caney outlines what he regards as the most convincing argument 
for moral universalism. He names this argument the General Argument for 
Universalism (ibid: 35). Caney explains the argument by outlining three principles; 
P1, P2 and P3. The argument starts with (P1), which states that there are valid moral 
principles. This principle is fairly uncontroversial, in the sense that it is hard to find 
comprehensive moral sceptics. The second principle (P2) is the statement that, the 
moral rights that applies to one person, must as well apply to all other persons, who 
pursues same moral relevant properties (ibid, 36). This principle is as (P1) regarded as 
a banal principle. 
The third principle (P3) concerns the claim that people from all over the world have 
some common relevant moral similarities. The principle makes clear that despite 
cultural differences there will still be some important moral similarities between 
people. Caney elaborates on this principle, by arguing that people around the world 
share some needs and vulnerabilities. Every person needs food and water and all are 
vulnerable towards sickness and physical pain. 
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If these three principles hold to be true, then there is a strong argument for moral 
universalism. Put together the arguments result in moral principles with universal 
form (ibid, 36). 
 
Caney’s arguments clearly show that he is a cosmopolitan. Caney argues for an 
egalitarian liberal brand of cosmopolitanism, in favour of universal principles, 
especially in terms of justice (ibid: 263). Caney ascribes the individual great 
importance referring to his scope claim of universal rights. This would entail that 
environmental refugees should have rights from a cosmopolitan view presented by 
Caney. But how does one start the discussion of the responsibility towards 
environmental refugees? The following sections will look into Caney and his stance 
on climate change and human rights, and see how his ideas can be applied to the case 
of environmental refugees. 
 
 Caney and Human Rights 
In the article Climate Change, Human Rights, and Moral Threshold, Caney discusses 
different approaches to analyse climate changes with. It argues that the most 
appropriate way to analyse climate changes is with a human rights approach. In his 
argument, Caney outlines the nature and main values behind human rights. Caney 
highlights four components of Human Rights, that consists of humanity, moral 
threshold, universal protection and lexical priority that will be elaborated on in the 
following section. 
Human Rights are based on people’s humanity and thus refers to the rights that people 
hold regardless of any social convention or practice (Caney, 2010: 164). Human 
Rights can be said to be the general rights which people have in virtue of humanity. 
The second component, which Caney highlights, is the moral threshold. Caney sees 
human rights as representing a moral threshold, which sets the standard for which 
people should not fall under (ibid: 164). Human Rights are however only a part of a 
bigger political standard, they merely set the moral requirements that people can 
demand of the rest (ibid: 165). 
The third point is universal protection. This refers to the component that every 
individual is covered by human rights. Human rights therefore stand a minimal 
standard of treatment, which every human being is entitled (ibid: 165). A human 
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rights approach does not compromise in order to increase the total of social good, but 
instead insists on covering all human being with the minimum standard without 
leaving anybody under the standard of human rights. 
The last component Caney analyses is the principle of lexical priority. Lexical priority 
refers to the priority of always setting aside moral values and instead prioritizing 
human rights first. This means that human rights in some ways limit the achievement 
of other moral and political ideals, because human rights always will be prioritized 
over other ideals. 
To conclude on these four features of human rights, Caney argue “... human rights 
specify minimum moral threshold to which all individuals are entitled, simply by 
virtue of their humanity, and which override all other moral values.” (ibid: 165). 
 
Caney and the Responsibilities of Climate Changes 
Caney defends a cosmopolitan theory of justice when criticizing key principles within 
international law by presenting different theories of climate changes and who should 
bear the burden. He argues that the discussion of who should bear the burden should 
be grounded in justice and rights. In order to construct a theory of global 
environmental justice Caney rethinks three assumptions of conventional theories of 
distributive justice. 
1. Seeing that conventional theories of distributive justice is concerned with 
primary goods such as wealth and income, Caney reflects on how one can 
value the environment and thereby apply principles of distributive justice. 
2. Traditional theories focus on the domestic realm, but Caney here views it from 
cosmopolitan thinking and asks how this distribution can be transferred to the 
global realm. 
3. The intergenerational aspect becomes very important when addressing climate 
changes due to the long-term implications climate changes have affecting 
several generations. Can and if yes how, principles within one generation 
apply to future? Can people be responsible for decisions made by previous 
generations? 
(Caney, Cosmopolitan Justice, Responsibility, and Global Climate Change 749-750) 
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The discussion of who should take responsibility for climate changes is on going and 
so far without much consensus as was seen at the COP19 recently held in Poland. 
The perhaps most acknowledged theory is the Polluters Pay Principle (PPP), placing 
states as the relevant unit of addressing. Caney however presents four possible units 
to address; individuals, economic corporations, states, and international regimes and 
institutions (ibid: 754-755). All these are according to Caney relevant units when 
discussing responsibility. 
To Caney there are many shortcomings to the acknowledged theory of PPP. The 
intergenerational aspect seems unfair to Caney and he sets three counter arguments to 
the intergenerational aspect of the PPP.  
X) Caney does not believe that you can blame individuals for decisions taken 
by previous generations.  
Z) Many of these decisions were taken when people were ignorant to the 
consequences that for example industrialization entailed. One cannot from a 
moral point of view hold individuals accountable for this.  
Y) The last argument for the intergenerational aspect is that some people are 
not able to pay, such as impoverished countries (ibid: 760-763).  
Caney states that even though the PPP is incomplete it should not be completely 
rejected, but he distances himself from the main arguments of PPP. 
 
Caney’s Theory of Global Justice and Climate Change 
Arguing that the PPP is not sufficient, Caney develops his own theory by rethinking 
justice and climate changes, and relating it to human rights. Here human rights should 
not be seen in the traditional way as that of UDHR, but instead the general basic 
rights of universality as Caney’s theory proposes. 
The theory is presented in Caney’s article: Cosmopolitan Justice, Responsibility, and 
Global Climate Change, and the following section will be based on p 767-772.  
 
The argument begins with the following assumption:      
(P1) A person has a right to X when X is a fundamental interest that is weighty 
enough to generate obligations on others. 
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Followed by 
(P2) Persons have fundamental interests in not suffering from:    
(a)  drought and crop failure; 
(b)  heatstroke; 
(c)  infectious diseases (such as malaria, cholera and dengue); 
(d)  flooding and the destruction of homes and infrastructure; 
(e)  enforced relocation; and 
(f)  rapid, unpredictable and dramatic changes to their natural, social and economic 
world. 
 
However climate changes will lead to all the above mentioned, and therein lies the 
problem, and Caney argues that there is a strong case for the following claim: 
(C) Persons have the human right not to suffer from the disadvantages generated by 
global climate change. 
 
Here Caney underlines that climate changes do not have to have an anthropogenic 
cause, for the rights to be valid. Humans have a right not to suffer no matter the 
underlying cause of climate change. 
Caney goes on to discussing who bears the duties for the climate changes where he 
presents four duties: 
(D1)  All are under a duty not to emit greenhouse gases in excess of their quota. 
(D2)  Those who exceed their quota (and/or have exceeded it since 1990) have a duty 
to compensate others (through mitigation or adaptation) (a revised version of the 
‘polluter pays’ principle). 
To mitigate the three counter arguments of the intergenerational aspect Caney 
proposes the following: 
(D3) In the light of (X), (Z), and (Y) the most advantaged have a duty either to reduce 
their greenhouse gas emissions in proportion to the harm resulting from (X), (Z), and 
(Y) (mitigation) or to address the ill-effects of climate change resulting from (X), (Z), 
and (Y) (adaptation) (an ability to pay principle). 
The first three are inadequate alone so the following and last argument must also be 
accepted:       
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(D4) In the light of (Y) the most advantaged have a duty to construct institutions that 
discourage future non-compliance (an ability to pay principle) 
 
Through the last argument Caney revises the PPP with an ‘ability to pay’ approach. 
Here the argument is not that those who have caused the problem should pay for it. 
Instead it is those who have the ability to help have a duty to solve the problem. Here 
Caney disagrees with the current discussion of placing the responsibility upon states. 
He instead believes that the responsibility and duties rest upon the affluent people in 
the world. This is also in line with Caney’s conception of justice regarding rights. 
Caney argues that the cosmopolitan conception of justice should regard the interests 
and rights of individuals, and disregard which nation the individual is a member of. 
That is not relevant for the individual’s entitlements or the distribution of justice 
(Bernstein, 2012: 715). These same thoughts, which undermine the nation, can also be 
applied to duties that stress the importance of individuals - in line with cosmopolitan 
thinking. Opposite the PPP the ‘ability to pay’ principle entails that people who have 
not caused the pollution might in fact end up bearing the costs of climate changes. 
Caney grounds the discussion of who should bear the burden of climate changes in 
justice and rights. By stating that those who have the ability also have the duty to bear 
the burdens of climate justice, he places the burden on affluent individuals. One could 
here question the justice aspect since those who bear the burden are perhaps not those 
who have caused the pollution. But Caney’s aspect of justice involves that those who 
have the capabilities bear the duty, thereby implying a just distribution of wealth 
instead of a distribution among those who have emitted. 
 
Certain implications may arise when assuring that the burden bearers (agents), in this 
case affluent individuals fulfil their duties. From this Caney outlines the notion of first 
and second order responsibilities. 
• First order responsibilities “are responsibilities that certain agents have to 
perform (or omit) certain actions” (Caney, 2014: 15). In regards to climate 
changes these responsibilities are to mitigate, adapt, and to compensate the 
people affected by these changes.   
• Second order  responsibilities are responsibilities that other agents have in 
ensuring that agents adhere to these responsibilities.   
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Second order responsibilities are therefore a framework, which first order 
responsibility agents must comply with. Agents operate within social, economic, and 
political contexts, and the structures within these contexts should therefore encourage 
compliance for agents to fulfil their duties (ibid: 16). 
According to Caney there are different agents that can perform and have obligations 
for these second order priorities. These agents can range from an individual level to a 
more institutional and state level. Agents can perform through at least six different 
kinds of actions; enforcement, incentivization, enablement, norm creating, 
undermining resistance, and through civil disobedience (ibid: 17-20). 
The ability to perform these actions depends on the agent’s capacity. Indeed political 
agents, states, and international institutions play a tremendous role, but the citizens 
play an equally important role in ensuring e.g. that political actors live up to their 
responsibilities. 
Political institutions have the opportunity for promoting political structures and 
implementing guidelines and laws, and thereby they can also sanction those who do 
not comply. Besides the obvious agents, key figures in society can play a vital role in 
norm creating such as artists, church leaders and other charismatic individuals. Here 
Caney quotes the famous phrase – with power comes great responsibility. “It posits 
that those with the power to compel or induce or enable others to act in climate-
friendly ways have a responsibility to do so” (ibid: 24). By having a great public 
image and following the crowd they can also put topics on the agenda both politically 
and publicly (ibid: 20-23). One does not have to be a bearer of both a first and second 
order responsibility. If one is a first order agent and one wants to be the latter 
simultaneously, it requires a certain moral authority if others are to follow ones lead 
(ibid: 24). 
 
Ulrich Beck, Cosmopolitization and World Risk Society 
Ulrich Beck’s main interest of research lies within cosmopolitization, reflexive 
modernization, and cosmopolitanism in a world risk society (Beck, Ulrich Beck 
Online). The area in which Beck also operates is connected to reflexive 
modernization. This is defined as the first and second modernities. The first 
modernity’s characteristics are those, which emphasises on the nation state and the 
capitalist labour market. This was a definite trait of the industrialisation in the West. 
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Second modernity is signified by the breakup of the nation state, capital boundaries 
and the market, due to globalisation. This in Beck’s terms means a need for a 
restructuring of the new global interdependency.  
As a cosmopolitan, Beck investigates the theory of cosmopolitanism in the realm of 
what he calls the risks of second modernity. His main notions of cosmopolitanism 
comply with the overarching interconnected principles of the concept. 
According to Beck, global risks reveal a new form of global interdependence. The 
theory of world risk maintains that modern society is shaped by new kinds of global 
risks than previously – where their foundations are being disrupted by the global 
anticipation of global catastrophes. Beck explains that these new global risks can be 
characterised by two features namely, de-localization and incalculableness. The de-
localization of incalculable interdependency risks, is seen on three levels: 
 
• Spatial: the new risks do not consider nation states or any other borders – such 
as climate change. 
• Temporal: these risks have a long latency period, so their effect over time  are 
hard to reliably determine, limit and estimate. 
• Social: The complexity of the problems, the lack of estimates of causes and 
consequences and the length of chains of effects, consequence the  reliability 
of the problems (e.g. The financial crises) 
(Beck, 2006: 334) 
 
These risks cannot be sufficiently addressed by current national politics nor by the 
different forms of international co-operations (ibid: 289). Modern society is currently 
a risk society, as it is occupied with debating, preventing, and managing risks, which 
it itself has produced (ibid: 332). What is more, the world is faced with these complex 
problems – where it is having to make decisions of life and death, war and peace, 
based on a more or less unadmitted not-knowing (ibid: 335). The risks are thus 
unpredictable and are of impersonal forces, where the global society is triggered by 
events, and the human response is to organise on a global scale. 
Beck defines the world risk society from a cosmopolitan moment, which strives to 
explain our world risk society as being made up by various aspects. The following 
elaborates on those aspects, most relevant for our investigations. 
	   26	  
1. Involuntary Enlightenment 
2. Enforced Cosmopolitanism 
3. And the possibility of an alternative government in a globalized world (ibid: 
338). 
Involuntary Enlightenment is when a country is involuntarily faced with the repressed 
“other”. Beck exemplifies Hurricane Katrina as being a horrible act of nature, which 
simultaneously triggered a global media event. This event resulted in an involuntary 
and unexpected enlightenment function, which broke all resistance. America was 
confronted with the repressed American other, which Beck calls the largely racialized 
face of poverty (ibid: 339). The media coverage of the poor is omnipresent when 
natural disasters occur, bringing in the first law of world risk society, being: 
catastrophic risk follows the poor. The prediction of climate change is that it will 
cause vast devastation in poor regions of the world. In these regions, inequalities in 
class and gender, population growth, poverty, pollution of water/air, AID's epidemics, 
corruption and authoritarian governments, all overlap (ibid: 339). What is more, Beck 
calls the world risk society as being ambivalent, due to a globalised compassion. This 
compassion is described as an unprecedented readiness to donate relief to those in 
need. However the ambivalence lies in the terms where victims are politically 
discussed and categorised only on national terms – e.g. the tsunami disaster in Asia 
(ibid: 339). Additionally other catastrophes and disasters, which were briefly or not at 
all mentioned in Western media, demonstrate how the West egotistically selects 
issues and responds to the threats of world risk society. In other words, Beck states 
that global public discourse does not rise through consensus on decisions, but rather 
out of the dissent over the consequences of decisions (ibid: 339). 
 
Enforced Cosmopolitanism initially means that global risks activate and connects 
actors across borders, which in other circumstances would not want to consider each 
other. In Beck's opinion, these blurred borders, show how world risks can 
appropriately be rationally explained, anticipated and controlled through proper 
action. Borders are no longer isolated, but are seen as trans-national, trans-systemic 
and trans-disciplinary dynamics of world risk society (ibid: 340). The new dynamics 
of world risk society is what Beck sees as a change in cosmopolitanism. 
Cosmopolitanism no longer means an obligation or a task to order the world. In world 
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risk society, cosmopolitanism is an eye-opener to uncontrollable liabilities, to 
something that happens to us, and activates us to make border-transcending new 
beginnings (ibid: 341). 
 
The possibility of an alternative government, is put forth on two premises – first, 
world risk society is a key historical change: no nation can cope with its problems 
alone. Second, in connection, a realistic political alternative in our global age is 
possible. This would counteract the loss to economic capital of the commanding 
power of state politics – the point to this, according to Beck, is to decode 
globalization not as an economic fate, but as a strategic game for power (ibid: 334). 
All global institutions have to form an allegiance; they can never win on their own 
and are therefore dependent on their alliances. These global institutions are between 
national and international spheres, but also supra-national organizations, transnational 
civil-society movements, national governments and societies (ibid: 333-34). 
 
The overall meaning of global risks has serious implications as it involves a whole 
new repertoire of interconnected ideas, apprehensions, hopes and fears, behavioural 
norms and religious conflicts. According to Beck the fear of risk has the downside 
effect, where people or groups are, or made into, risk persons or risk groups. These 
people are counted as non-persons whose basic rights are threatened (Beck, 2009: 16). 
This represents the way in which risk excludes, divides and stigmatizes people. 
Modern risks are a staging of global risk, which provokes a production and 
construction of reality. As risks are the anticipation of a future catastrophe, it forms 
new classifications, interpretations and organizations of our everyday lives. What is 
more, it forms our society in the way of staging, organizing and shaping, in the light 
of the presence of the future (ibid: 16). The birth of global risk consciousness also 
brings a certain trauma for humanity. The staging and anticipation of catastrophe 
results in a human need for security – a security over freedom. This feeling of security 
is highly prioritized, even if it suffocates civil liberties. Due to global risk, 
fundamental values and principles of humanity are broken, if it is in the cause of 
preventative risk – e.g. the war on terror (Beck, 2006: 341). 
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Beck's termination of a world risk society, stresses upon how global dynamics is 
structured in order to cope with forthcoming risks. These risks are harder to diagnose, 
as they are not restricted to national borders. Their latency period is long which 
results in inefficiency of predicting their global implications and the complexity of the 
problems makes it hard to estimate their effects – the estimations are therefore 
seemingly unreliable. 
 
Beck induces that in order to mitigate anthropogenic climate change, a new form of 
global social change and consciousness, needs to come around. In other words, Beck 
sees that climate change requires a new form of method in researching 
transdisciplinary between natural and social sciences (Beck, Blok og Tyfield 2). This 
according to Beck will move beyond the contemporary dominant studies of climate 
change, which are those of economics and natural sciences. Climate change, as 
previously stated, poses the global arena, new forms of insecurity, power and 
inequality altering our society in fundamental ways. At the same time, it produces 
new forms of solidarity and cooperation, which could be seen in civil social 
movements. What is more, since climate change is such a large spanding entity it is 
not limited by national boundaries, i.e. national boundaries are not sufficient in 
solving the problem (ibid: 2). Global challenges are demanding a new form of 
disciplinary within social sciences, which is a shift in paradigm from methodological 
nationalism to methodological cosmopolitanism. As these global risks are enforcing 
cosmopolitanism globally (e.g. boundaries are more fluent). This means, a new form 
of empirical reorientation to the cosmopolitization, to the social force of the emerging 
cosmopolitanism (ibid: 2). 
Beck terms cosmopolitization as the involuntary shift of the global world standing, in 
contrast to cosmopolitanism, which is easily cast as an ideal project (ibid: 2). 
Cosmopolitization in other words, unfolds the underlying social tensions, which 
comes with globalization and national jurisdictions (Beck, 2002:26). Whereas 
cosmopolitanism is distinctly different, primarily focusing on a philosophical 
normative ideal, cosmopolitization is a sociological term denoting our present world 
condition of intensifying transnational hybridity e.g. environmental risks, migration, 
financial crises etc. 
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By phrasing cosmopolitan risk of climate communities, Beck sees a new transnational 
constellation of social actors, coming from common understandings of mediated 
threats of climate risk, which are organized around certain pragmatic reasonings. 
These reasonings are shaped in form of causal relations and responsibilities, 
triggering a potential for collective action, cosmopolitical decision-making and 
international norms (Beck, 2013: 2). Beck proposes that we build on the knowledge 
from natural sciences, for then to employ a sociological definition of climate change, 
linking the phenomenon to our interest in cosmopolitan communities – where climate 
change is a scientific determination of anticipation of threats to humankind. For then 
to integrate natural and social aspects, transforming social institutions, cultural 
understandings of weather and environment, and making the world more 
cosmopolitized (ibid: 2). 
 
Limitations of Beck 
In regards to our concerns with environmental refugees and placing responsibilities, 
Beck only provides us with an understanding of new global risks - in this case being 
climate changes. He offers a new form of cosmopolitanism namely cosmopolitization, 
to develop on global understandings of global risks. This will in Beck's opinion offer 
world society a better chance of cosmopolitan solidarity and placing social 
responsibilities. 
On the other hand, Beck himself does not directly place responsibilities towards 
environmental refugees, as he sees climate change as a fluent and large immeasurable 
entity as it is. In other words, who could be placed a responsibility? Beck is seeking a 
solidarity, which is involuntarily enforced, yet could comply with global compassion 
anyway. 
We can use Beck in terms of understanding global climate risks and our contemporary 
methodological approaches, but not to determine an actual responsibility in the likes 
of Caney. 
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The Theories Applied 
Both theories are vast and complex and placing them directly in our research of 
environmental refugees needs to be done cautiously. To specifically use their 
concepts and simplify these, the following aims to briefly outline the concepts we 
have chosen.  
 
Caney's concepts: 
• Affluent Individuals   
• Cosmopolitanism 
• First and second order responsibilities 
• Basic Human Rights 
 
The concepts from Beck: 
• World Risk Society 
• Cosmopolitanism and Cosmopolitization   
• Empirical methods 
 
The next section contains our methods of research, where we will present our research 
strategy and how we will use the above-mentioned concepts. 
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Method 
 This project adopts the explorative aim as presented by Olsen and Pedersen in 
Problem-Oriented Project Work, page 186-187. The aim of the project is to explore 
the concept of environmental refugees. Through the explorative aim this project 
wishes to shed light upon the concept of environmental refugees and the complexity 
surrounding it. There is no consensus on the definition and environmental refugees 
lack recognition by international law, making it very difficult to find precise 
formulations and conceptualisations. The starting point is therefore to gain as much 
information about connections to environmental refugees such as climate change, 
traditional refugees and international refugee law, along with the many institutions 
and actors involved. With this pre-knowledge it is possible to explore the concept of 
environmental refugees in a more theoretical context. 
Since the main theoretical stance of this project is moral political philosophy, this 
project will not draw up a model or try to invent a definition of environmental 
refugees. The focus for this project is justice and responsibility and instead there will 
be a moral reflective explorative approach, discussing these elements in regards to 
environmental refugees and the legal gap. 
  
The theoretical standpoint of this project is critical theory, epistemologically and 
ontologically influenced by constructivism. There is no objective truth in the world. 
Instead it is subjectively influenced by social aspects and discourses. This can both be 
through individual subjectivity but also through a common understanding between 
several individuals. Both theoreticians are constructivists, which is evident in their 
stance on cosmopolitanism and normative considerations questioning the structure of 
the world (Jackson og Sørensen 209). Beck focuses on the changes happening in the 
world through his theory of world risk society and how institutional and social 
structures are changing due to global threats transcending national boundaries. Caney 
is more ideal by presenting a theory that he believes the world ought to strive for. 
Through cosmopolitanism they are questioning the Western dominance of the world 
and proposing new normative orders transcending traditional Western structures (ibid: 
239). A cosmopolitan view transcends traditional boundaries and they are instead 
being reinvented. This reinvention is a central element of cosmopolitanism and is 
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referred to as part of a “cosmopolitan epistemology of a shared reality” (Delanty, 
2009:7). A strong element of cosmopolitanism is creating a united ‘Us’ instead of the 
on-going old colonial discourses of ‘We and They’. This project also questions the 
normative constitution of moral conscience in regards to global justice, more 
precisely environmental. Thereby this project is highly influenced by the critical way 
of thinking by claiming that the social world is constructed, and that there needs to be 
a reinvention of global justice. 
  
The following section will outline an analysis strategy for this project with the aim of 
exploring environmental refugees and how they can be placed in international law. 
Having gained thorough background knowledge of climate changes and the debate 
concerning it, the three working questions aim at focusing on the concept of 
environmental refugees and how the debate of climate changes can be linked to it.    
 
Research question 1 - The main issue within the current legal and international 
debate, is the lack of a precise definition of environmental refugees, therefore we 
propose in research question 1, to outline and discuss the current definitions of 
refugees, internally displaced people and we will explore the concept of 
environmental refugees. By doing this, we hope to analyse where environmental 
refugees differ from the legally recognized refugees in international law. 
 
Research question 2 - One of the key concepts for this project is justice and human 
rights. In order to draw the elements of the first research question, on a more reflexive 
moral level, research question 2 will apply the chosen theories on these concepts. 
Beck will be used to demonstrate the current world risk order, where we will examine 
his thoughts on climate change and the risk it poses on the global world, herein 
environmental refugees. Caney's thoughts of justice and responsibilities will come to 
light, when we take his concepts of first and second order responsibility along with 
affluent individuals. We wish to then discuss these concepts with Beck's idea of 
cosmopolitization, in order to philosophically investigate whether Caney's concepts 
can be applied to environmental refugees. 
 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Research question 3 - will be applying Caney's concepts in what we call the practice. 
After having looked into Caney's stance, concepts and ideas about climate change, 
environmental refugees and cosmopolitanism, we are interested in seeing how these 
concepts could be placed in the current climate change debates. This question will 
therefore be using the theory of realism as an opposite idea to cosmopolitanism and a 
discussion of social movements, which is what we see as an individual's effort in 
taking responsibility. Hereby we will strive to place Caney within this debate, and 
contemplate the responsibility of environmental refugees, with the help from Caney 
and contemporary discussions. 
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Limitations 
During the process of writing this project many limitations have been made, in order 
to mainly focus on the theoretical aspects in regards to Caney’s theory of 
implementing an international law. This project has focused on theoretical 
dimensions, and has therefore not included more practical empirical such as case 
study and fieldwork. The theoretical stance for this project is mainly moral political 
philosophy, and has not granted much importance to significant aspects such as 
economics and sociology. This choice was made due to especially economics being 
deemed of lesser importance in the cosmopolitan thinking of global justice.  
Sociological aspects could have been of great relevance in the question of integration. 
When arriving in foreign countries refugees can find themselves in an unknown 
cultural context due to the great differences in culture. The thoughts of 
cosmopolitanism emphasize on a global community, by including the excluded other 
and accepting each others differences. Cosmopolitanism does therefore not advocate 
for a uniform global community but rather a diverse community accepting everybody. 
But how does this function in practice? Throughout history there have been numerous 
accounts of how cultural differences have created conflicts, such as religion and 
language barriers. This is already seen in the current integration processes happening 
world wide, where in many countries parallel societies arise due to people residing in 
areas that reflect them. This process of integration of environmental refugees, would 
however entail that there was a legal framework granting environmental refugees to 
legally reside in other states. Therefore the focus was on the international legal 
framework since this is the most important step, before one can talk about all these 
other measures that need to be taken.  
 
Another approach, which could have been taken on this topic was to examine it from 
a micro level. This could include a case study of a group of environmental refugees, 
looking at how climate changes affect their livelihoods. This would include 
investigating economic, social, and cultural aspects of their life, and how they might 
have changed in the consequence of climate changes. Hereunder the violence and 
health issues that many environmental refugees are suffering from could be 
interesting to include. Concerning the choice of theory in such a project it might be 
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relevant to use one regarding livelihood, adaptation, migration or vulnerability on a 
micro scale. Making this project would offer a knowledge useable when considering 
how to treat environmental refugees, what they need, and are missing. Further it 
might enlighten people in the enormous impact climate changes has on the victims.  
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Definitions of Environmental Refugees and the Legal 
Gap 
The aim of this chapter is to try and give an overview of the discussion of defining the 
new phenomenon of environmental refugees. In order to give an adequate answer, we 
see it necessary to outline how they differ from the legally accepted definition of 
traditional refugees. The aim of this is to illustrate what we see as a legal gap 
concerning environmental refugees, within international law. This will follow after 
our investigations of the many current definitions of environmental refugees and how 
these have come about. 
 
Defining Environmental Refugees 
The first considerations of who and what environmental refugees are, was by Lester 
Brown in the early 1970s. The concept was introduced into the academic world by 
Brown during his work at the Worldwatch Institute (Renaud, Bogardi og Dun). 
However, the concept is still rather new, and there is still no precise definition or 
common understanding of what an environmental refugee is, as the term is still not 
officially recognized. Despite this, the concept is becoming more common within the 
academic debate regarding refugees, migration, and climate change, as well as 
spreading to the public forum e.g. the media. There have thus been numerous 
academic contributions on the subject, offering different views and definitions.  
The United National Environmental Program (UNEP) gave one of the first proposals 
of a definition in 1985 (Morrisey, 2012: 36). It was developed by the researcher 
Essam El-Hinnawi who defined environmental refugees as: 
“…those people who have been forced to leave their traditional habitat, temporarily 
or permanently, because of a marked environmental disruption (natural and/or 
triggered by people) that jeopardized their existence and/or seriously affected the 
quality of their life [sic]. By ‘environmental disruption’ in this definition is meant any 
physical, chemical, and/or biological changes in the ecosystem (or resource base) 
that render it, temporarily or permanently, unsuitable to support human life.” 
(El-Hinnawi, 1985: 4). 
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This definition has received critique from several academics. Among them is Diane 
Bates, an environmental sociologist, who herself has contributed to the discussion. 
She substantiates this with the argument that El-Hinnawi lacks a distinction between 
different environmental refugees and other types of refugees and migrants (Bates, 
2002: 466). This makes the definition very broad, with a result where many groups 
can be classified as environmental refugees. However El-Hinnawi's definition has 
played a major role in the debate, and many of the following definitions has kept 
some of the ground ideas from El-Hinnawi's definition.  
The first academic to mainstream and popularise the concept was the environmentalist 
Norman Myers. His definition of an environmental refugee is as follows: 
“These are people who can no longer gain a secure livelihood in their homelands 
because of drought, soil erosion, desertification, deforestation and other 
environmental problems, together with associated problems of population pressures 
and profound poverty. In their desperation, these people feel they have no alternative 
but to seek sanctuary elsewhere, however hazardous the attempt. Not all of them have 
fled their countries, many being internally displaced. But all have abandoned their 
homelands on a semi-permanent if not permanent basis, with little hope of a 
foreseeable return.” (Myers, 2002: 609).  
This definition is also very broad, but it is easier to grasp than that of El-Hinnawi’s, 
due to the wording and concepts included in the definition. Many of the concepts 
referring to cause and time are similar to that of El-Hinnawi, but Myers includes the 
concept of internally displaced, which is a very important aspect of environmental 
refugees. 
 
A lot of the definitions provided have received criticism of being too vague and 
simplistic. Environmental refugees is a very complex and diffuse subject. It is 
difficult to isolate environmental factors from other factors of migration, hereunder 
economic. The second difficulty lies in the determination of whether it is forced or 
voluntary migration (Dun & Gemenne 2008: 10). It is rather complex to differentiate 
the two groups, since it is difficult to know if it is a voluntary relocation or forced 
displacement.  
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This chapter will now try and describe the main characteristics of environmental 
refugees, which show that making a clear definition of the group is, as mentioned, 
very difficult. 
 
Environmental refugees is a very vulnerable group with many residing in developing 
countries. Developing countries are most affected by causalities relating to natural 
disasters, and studies show they account for 98 % of the causalities. When looking at 
deterioration it is also the developing countries that are most affected (IOM, 2009: 
36). Here the population is dependent on agriculture and deterioration only worsens 
their conditions, making it harder for the already poor communities to survive. 
Because of their limited resources it is not always an option migrating. More women 
are also likely to be affected, since many women represent the agricultural sector in 
developing countries. Vulnerable groups are also those finding it hard to adapt to 
climate changes due to limited resources, and what is more they are often a 
stigmatised group that are socially marginalised (ibid: 37). 
Using the term refugee in the concept could be misleading, since many environmental 
refugees are not refugees but internally displaced people, with little hope of returning 
to their homes (Myers, 2005: 1). Internally displaced people, due to natural or human-
made disasters, were also recognised under the Guiding Principles on Internally 
Displaced People, (these principles will be elaborated on later). But there are many 
different aspects to the concept of environmental refugees, which is perhaps the 
reason why there is no universally accepted definition of environmental refugees. 
Critics have also pointed out that there is not enough empirical evidence to specify 
which conditions are the main cause of environmental refugees (Bates, 2002: 466) 
and many point to the difficulties in distinguishing between voluntary and involuntary 
migration. Many people who are classified as economic migrants might in fact be 
environmental refugees due to the lack of empirical evidence documenting the causes 
(Myers, 2005: 2). Many migrate because of poverty as a result of environmental 
problems. This triggers malnutrition, poverty, diseases, unemployment, and over-
urbanization, and these reasons can be an additional push for migrating (ibid: 2). The 
discussion of the lack in research is highly related to the cause being a short-term or 
long-term cause. Especially regarding long-term climate effects on livelihood, it can 
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be hard to distinguish between voluntary and involuntary migration (Bates, 2002: 
468).  
 
Internally Displaced People 
Internally displaced people are people, who have not crossed international borders. 
Since they have not crossed international borders, they remain under the protection of 
their own government and not the international community. There is no legal 
document protecting internally displaced people but merely guidelines. They are of 
course still entitled to the rights granted by the UDHR and international humanitarian 
law. The number of internally displaced people is very high with an estimation of 
around 26.4 million displaced people at the end of 2011. Because of this rather large 
number, the UNHCR also supports internally displaced people with humanitarian 
assistance despite them being under government protection (UNHCR). The scope of 
reasons for fleeing is also broader for internally displaced people than refugees. The 
guidelines incorporates the elements from the Refugee Convention such as violence 
and violations of human rights, but broadens the guiding principles by including 
armed conflict and natural or human made disasters. 
According to the UNHCR, environmental degradation and hydro-meteorological 
disasters, are usually those situations causing internal displacement. On the internally 
displaced level, it is the state government, which has the responsibility to protect their 
citizens. However, national and local authorities also play a vital role in the citizen 
responsibility. In cases of hydro-meteorological disasters, internally displaced people 
should receive protection and assistance. In some circumstances, the state may 
exercise their protection and sovereignty and move people internally away from their 
homes, from areas they designate as high-risk zones, too dangerous for human 
habitation. In such cases, people are rarely able to return, and have to integrate in the 
areas they have been relocated to, as returning home is not possible (UNHCR, 2009: 
4). 
The definition of refugees has a very clear political dimension whereas the guidelines 
for internally displaced people are more broad and therefore includes many different 
vulnerable groups making it difficult to agree on a legal document and therefore the 
definition remains as guidelines.  
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Displacement Across Borders 
In extreme circumstances, where people are forced to move across-boundaries; e.g. 
being their only escape route from the disaster area, they do not normally qualify as 
refugees. Refugees are normally entitled to international protection within the 
international refugee framework (ibid: 5), where displaced people across borders are 
not acknowledged as refugees, they are also not classified as migrants. According to 
the UNHCR and human rights norms, their “status remains unclear” (ibid: 5).  
In UNHCR’s opinion, the future crux of cross-border movements by environmentally 
affected people, is a question of these people having a need for international 
protection, and if so, on what grounds this need is transformed into an entitlement 
(ibid: 5).  
 
Short-term Aspects of Migration 
In the short-term, people become environmental refugees due to disasters such as 
volcanic activity, earthquakes, and nuclear disasters. What characterizes these 
disasters is that they lead to unintentional human migration regardless of the cause 
being natural or anthropogenic (Bates, 2002: 169). Migration due to short-term 
disasters is mostly involuntary. They often affect a great number of people over a 
larger region; a recent example being the Typhoon Haiyan which hit the Philippines 
in November 2013.  
 
Long-term Aspects of Migration 
Long-term environmental refugees are affected by a gradual climate change leading to 
migration. The link between climate change and migration is often very hard to 
connect, since it happens over a longer period. Because of this difficulty it is often 
this group who has the hardest time being universally recognized as environmental 
refugees (ibid: 473). 
The ecosystems are being affected by pollution and carbon-dioxide emissions etc. 
deteriorating the resources that many people depend upon. This can be rising sea 
levels, depletion of soil fertility, or deforestation. In these cases there is a grave 
anthropogenic connection.  
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Opposite the short-term refugees, long-term migrants have more liberty in deciding 
when to migrate. This is also why many economic migrants can actually be classified 
as environmental refugees. All resources are depleted affecting livelihood and there is 
no choice but to migrate hoping to find labour elsewhere.  Regarding people who 
migrate due to deterioration, theoreticians disagree if they are environmental migrants 
or environmental refugees. Bates argues that they are migrants, and only when it 
results in an extreme disaster will they be recognized as a refugee (ibid: 273). As 
stated previously Myers and El-Hinnawi have a broader definition of environmental 
refugees and many migrants would therefore fall under their definition of 
environmental refugees.   
There is an irregular migration pattern in a long-term process since some family 
members might migrate first, hoping to find a job and a new place, thereby not having 
to move the whole household, which is seen as the last resort. It is often men that 
migrate first and in nearby areas. When the whole family migrates it is very unlikely 
that they reside outside national borders (ibid: 473). A short-term person migrating 
will therefore be easier recognized as a refugee, whereas long-term people will be 
classified as migrants because the lack of empirical evidence will lead to their 
migration being voluntarily. 
 
Sub-Conclusion 
In conclusion it can be said that defining environmental refugees is still a major 
debate, as it is a very complex issue. There is no official definition, even though the 
term is widely used. First, it can be very difficult to isolate the environmental factors, 
since it is difficult to determine whether other factors have played a role, such as 
economic, social or violent factors. Furthermore, the distinction between voluntary 
and forced can, as explained, be a major hindrance in defining the concept of 
environmental refugees. This being said there have nevertheless been several attempts 
from the academic world and international organizations trying to define 
environmental refugees. Some main characteristics can however be given of 
environmental refugees, which this chapter has attempted to identify.  
 
For the further investigation of this project, it is however important to have a clear 
definition of how we conceptualize environmental refugees. This project will due to 
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the complexity not attempt to make its own definition, but instead refer to the 
definition of Myers. Critics have commented on this definition as being too broad. 
However this is one of the main reasons for choosing this definition, because of this 
broad inclusion of many aspects, such as underlying causes between climate and 
environmental changes and environmental refugees, as well as mentioning internally 
displaced people in his definition. This aspect is important since many environmental 
refugees are in fact internally displaced people. Furthermore, Myers refers to 
environmental changes, hereby also including climate changes. This is important for 
this project since it will not distinguish between climate and environmental changes in 
regards to the definition of environmental refugees. Climate changes can be classified 
under environmental changes, and throughout this project both concepts will be used. 
Through this project we wish to analyse and discuss who has the responsibility of 
environmental refugees. By applying cosmopolitan thinking of justice, each 
individual is granted rights, and therefore a broad definition seems more appropriate 
than a narrow definition. Bates has many good aspects in her definition, and she is 
perhaps correct in stating that everybody can be more or less classified as an 
environmental refugee, according to the definitions presented by Myers and El-
Hinnawi. But there is still a lack of research in explaining the underlying causes for 
linking migration and climate change. This project therefore chooses to use a broad 
definition throughout the project, so elements are not excluded due to narrow 
definitions. 
 
The Legal Gap 
The confusion of defining environmental refugees, leads to the discussion of where 
they can be placed in international law. Without an official legal definition it can be 
difficult to place this group.  
A place where environmental refugees could be entitled some rights is within the 
Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees. According to this convention a refugee 
has the right to protection. However the definition of refugees provided in this 
convention is rather narrow: 
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Article 1: Definition of the term ‘refugee’ 
… 
(2) As a result of events occurring before 1 January 1951 and owing to well-founded 
fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a 
particular social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality 
and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself to the protection of 
that country; or who, not having nationality and being outside the country of his 
former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable or, owing to such fear, 
is unwilling to return to it (UNHCR, Convention and Protocol relating to the status of 
refugees 14). 
 
As stated above, the original role of the UN Refugee Convention has been to 
recognize and protect refugees. The international scene has thus had an instrument for 
protecting the world’s refugees. However it can be argued that this new group of 
refugees, namely environmental refugees is difficult to fit under this convention. This 
group of refugees is not covered within this definition, since the reason for why they 
flee cannot be said to be of “well-founded fear of persecution for reasons of race, 
nationality, religion or membership of a particular social group or political opinion”.  
Environmental refugees are not fleeing due to any of the above-mentioned reasons. 
However some argue that environmental refugees fit under this definition, by stating 
that environmental degradation can be classified as a persecution. It is however 
unlikely that this argument would gain any credibility from the international scene, 
despite the fact that it may have some academic followers. The purpose behind The 
Refugee Convention and the relatively narrow way of applying it, which was intended 
by the founding parties of the convention, imply that the argument is unlikely to reach 
recognition (Williams, 2008: 508). Furthermore, by including the list of persecutions 
(“race, nationality, religion or membership of a particular social group or political 
opinion”) the definition in the convention has set boundaries and is not open for 
interpretations. 
Another point is that the majority of environmental refugees stay within national 
borders. They will therefore not even meet the preliminary requirements set forth to 
enjoy protection under the Refugee Convention. 
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Another instrument within the international community is the Guiding Principles on 
Internally Displaced People. UNHCR define internally displaced people in this 
guideline as: 
“persons or groups of persons who have been forced to leave their homes or places of 
habitual residence in particular as a result of or in order to avoid the effects of armed 
conflicts, situations of generalised violence, violations of human rights or natural or 
human-made disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally recognised State 
border” (UNHCR in Williams, 2008: 511). 
Environmental refugees clearly fit under this definition, and are therefore covered by 
the Guiding Principles on Internally Displaced People. Within these guidelines 
UNHCR presents the rights and requirements of protection that internationally 
displaced people are entitled. Even though the principles contain the international 
human rights law and international humanitarian law, they point to the nation state to 
bear the responsibility of protecting internally displaced people. This can cause 
problems in the case of environmental refugees since, as mentioned previously, a lot 
of them are placed in countries with few resources. Finally the Principles lack formal 
legal status, and can therefore be argued to be inadequate seen in the perspective of 
the large growing number of environmental refugees (Williams, 2008: 511). 
 
A third dimension within the legal system is the Universal Human Rights Declaration. 
Relevant for our inquiries are articles 13, 14 and 15 – which covers refugees, 
displacement and movement across boundaries. Listed as such: 
 
Article 13: 
• Everyone has the right to freedom of movement and residence within the 
borders of each state. 
• Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own, and to return 
to his country. 
 
Article 14: 
• Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other countries asylum from 
persecution. 
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• This right may not be invoked in the case of prosecutions genuinely arising 
from non-political crimes or from acts contrary to the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations. 
 
Article 15: 
• Everyone has the right to a nationality. 
• No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his nationality nor denied the right to 
change his nationality. (UN) 
 
By drawing on the three articles, it is clearly stated that everyone is entitled to seek 
asylum in other countries, if they have fled from persecution, war and/or violence. 
Furthermore, everyone has the basic right to move freely across borders and reside in 
another state.  
Environmentally affected people, as discussed, move due to various reasons – being 
environmental degradation or weather hazards. At the same time, UNHCR estimates 
that moving across national borders, caused by environmental problems is quite rare – 
however they also estimate that due to climate changes, the number of environmental 
refugees will grow in the coming decades. If so, the strain on the declaration will also 
grow, where the division between political refugees and environmental refugees will 
no longer be as defined as it is now. Environmental changes can trigger different side 
effects of violence and poverty, and these reasons can also make people cross borders 
though the incidents initially are caused by changes in the environment. These people 
would be characterized as political refugees, even though environmental changes are 
the roots of the social problems, but as previously stated it is hard to empirically link 
the causalities to climate changes. 
 
Sub-Conclusion 
In conclusion it can be argued that there is a clear gap concerning environmental 
refugees in the current international legal system. None of the relevant legal 
frameworks address environmental refugees. This legal gap has been discussed by 
several positions, and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees wrote in 
2011 a report concerning this legal gap. A part of the problem is the lack of an official 
definition of this group. A definition is crucial for policymakers to respond and 
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address the subject. The question is now how to cover this legal gap; who should take 
responsibility for these environmental refugees? This chapter argues that the first step 
is to have a clear official definition of environmental refugees, which will ultimately 
need a clear overview of what causes environmental movement, before any 
internationally legal results can be accomplished.  
 
Chapter Conclusion 
Due to the current lack of defining environmental refugees, there is a gap in 
international law. A major problem is the absence of empirical insights that could 
demonstrate why people move because of environmental changes. The UNHCR has 
strived to differentiate the scientific background reasons for climate change and the 
implications of environmental and/or climate changes. Still they will not use the term 
environmental refugees, as they themselves say that the term has no legal grounds – 
and they criticize those who do, as they are not recognized in international refugee 
law.  
It is crucial to define what environmental refugees are as the number will grow in the 
coming years. If the topic is ignored, and there will be no legal implementation of 
these people in refugee law, then many affected by environmental disasters and 
degradation will fall into grey areas. 
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Cosmopolitan Theories Applied to Environmental 
Refugees 
The following chapter aims to consider the views of Ulrich Beck and Simon Carney 
in relation to environmental refugees and who bears the responsibilities. 
Beck and Caney are interesting to contemplate as they have two different approaches 
in examining climate changes, and how the conflict of placing responsibilities is 
evolving in the globalized world.  
Caney's theories contain classic cosmopolitan features and he believes that the 
affluent individuals must be responsible for the climate changes and environmental 
refugees, in order to obtain a fair distribution of justice. Beck on the other hand sees 
that it is time for a cosmopolitization in our global risk society. Cosmopolitization 
will enlighten communities collectively, and may collectively reach a common 
understanding of the implications of climate change and environmental refugees.     
The following will shortly specify Beck's theory of world risk society, for then move 
on to Caney's approach and ideas of human rights, climate change, and 
responsibilities. This consideration will then discuss the liability of contextualizing 
these views to the concept of environmental refugees and responsibility.  
Beck's ideas lie within the cosmopolitization in our modern world, where he has 
developed the concept of a world risk society. He defines the new global world as 
being ordered and structured to comply with future threats and risk termination. 
Ironically, these threats, as Beck states, are not compatible with our current methods 
of estimation and measuring of risks. Science, for example, once seen as a reliable 
source for estimating probabilities (risk management), has become a risk in itself. 
Beck calls this the security dream of the first modernity, which was based on a 
scientific utopia (Beck, 2006: 334): “The basic institutions, the actors of first 
modernity - science and expert systems, the state, commerce and the international 
system, including the military - responsible for calculating and controlling 
manufactured uncertainties are undermined by growing awareness that they are 
inefficient, their actions even counter-productive. This does not happen haphazardly, 
but systematically. Radicalization of modernity produces this fundamental irony of 
risk: science, the state and the military are becoming part of the problem they are 
supposed to solve.“ (ibid: 338). 
	   48	  
The theory of world risk society concerns itself with the world realizing of living in a 
world risk society, as an aftermath of industrialization – according to Beck, being the 
main feature of world society. The modern world is coping with the radical 
experience of not knowing (ibid: 338). 
 
In contrast to Beck's considerations of cosmopolitization in a world risk society, 
Caney operates within the political and moral aspects of cosmopolitanism.  
Here we see a shift in the cosmopolitan approach to world order. Caney stresses upon 
how human rights are at the base of humanity, consisting of four elements. As 
previously explained, these are moral thresholds, humanity, universal protection and 
lexical priority. All four components must be withheld before any other global event. 
They are the basic rights and entitlements of all persons of humanity.  
Caney does not as such elaborate on how climate change affects the global arena's 
discussion on prevention and risk assessment. He instead focuses on the 
responsibilities connected to climate change and the rights of individuals and thus 
how the world should be ordered. In other words, Caney's cosmopolitanism, in Beck's 
opinion, is an approach, which is changing alongside with global dynamics. In Beck’s 
view, cosmopolitanism no longer means an ideal or a task to structure the world. Now 
the world is structured with major global components such as, transnational borders 
and trans-disciplinary/systemic dynamics, where cosmopolitanism can be used as an 
eye-opener, to liabilities and the opening of borders – in the form of a 
cosmopolitization.   
 
In a way, contrasting to Beck, Caney's vision is an ideal and does not as such consider 
the way the world is structured now. In Beck's diagnoses of the second modernity, we 
are currently struggling with immeasurable issues, such as climate change, the war on 
terror, and the financial crises. All of which have the possibilities of violating the 
rights of individuals. A way Caney proposes to address individual rights, is not based 
on the universal declaration of human rights, but through what he calls the general 
basic and universal human rights. The theory as presented in the theoretical 
framework, is attempting to redefine human rights, so they include the human effects 
of climate change, i.e. Persons have the human right not to suffer from the 
disadvantages generated by global climate change. When looking at environmental 
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refugees in a global human rights perspective, Caney further argues, “… there is a 
human right not to be forcibly evicted” (Caney, 2010: 169). Caney thus argues that 
human rights of environmental refugees are being violated. In the Declaration of 
Human Rights and the Refugee Convention, this is as mentioned in the previous 
chapter, not incorporated. Caney elaborates on this Declaration by setting forth 
additional rights. In his view, environmental refugees are in their right to some human 
rights, which are not found in the Declaration of Human Rights. Caney hereby 
presents an alternative implementation of globally environmentally affected people in 
basic human rights. Environmental refugees are suffering from the disadvantages 
generated by climate change. From this it is clear that Caney is calling for an 
international protection of environmental refugees, since their human rights are being 
violated. Caney argues that the protection of environmental refugees will ensure that 
their human rights are respected and protected. This way of emphasising human rights 
is a main point in Caney’s cosmopolitanism. Caney argues in favour for a human 
rights threshold, which no human being should fall under. This egalitarian approach 
therefore calls for an adjustment of the current legal framework. Caney’s emphasis on 
human rights implies that environmental refugees should be dealt with on a more 
individual matter, rather than economic or security matters. He is hence arguing for a 
protection of environmental refugees on the basis of them as individuals, whose 
human rights are being violated, in contrast to seeing environmental refugees as a 
group that represent a security risks or economic burden. 
 
As Caney holds true to the cosmopolitan ideal of equal rights to all people, Beck 
observes that in the course of global risks, people themselves have become a risk. 
Beck does not only see a shift in perception of fundamental institutions and their 
reliability, but he also sees a shift in the perception of individuals and groups of 
people. People themselves have become risks. In the shadow of the 9/11 attacks, 
procedures regarding anti-terror and terrorist-groups have radicalized (Beck, 2013: 3-
4). Again fundamental rights of humanity are being broken in return for security, from 
a catastrophe, which not yet has occurred. To keep Caney's wish in mind for all 
persons to not suffer, according to a risk society, people whom suffer from 
environmental problems may also pose a risk in global terms.  
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Where Caney and Beck's visions really differ, lies within Beck's theory of 
cosmopolitization. Cosmopolitization is about disintegration, a fundamental 
provocation to the social and epistemological order of society (Beck, 2013: 5). Here 
Beck addresses climate changes, where global risks have a transformative power. 
Hence global risks produce all kinds of disturbances in society; in the existing 
national and international, political, cultural and jurisdictional order. These in turn are 
being addressed by NGO's, climate experts and so forth. However climate changes 
also pose an exclusion of the other, which national recourses and jurisdictions 
produce no answers to cosmopolitan challenges  - e.g. how do we formally recognize 
the excluded other? (ibid: 5).  
Where Caney consequently states that people have a fundamental interest in not 
suffering (which is compelled, to a certain extent, to be true), the methodological way 
of terming who these people are and what their interests may be, according to Beck, is 
problematic. Beck seeks to know what cognitive and affective bonds climate risks 
generate between the distant other groups (the spatiality) – and states that we know 
too little to strongly conclude (ibid: 9). What is more, before concluding, we need 
strong empirical examinations of global risks to actually answer these questions. 
Beck's concern on the spatiality of cosmopolitanism inclines the inclusion of the 
other. At the same time, the climate risk also addresses a need for temporality, where 
the past, present and the future is included. Temporality is vital when speaking of 
climate change, as it merges the social and epistemic dimensions of cosmopolitan risk 
communities (ibid: 10). The risk temporality is the present, which is knowable and the 
anticipation of future events, which is unknowable. Here in terms of 
cosmopolitanism, there is a need for bridging temporality. Climate scientists may be 
able to predict weather formations over a hundred years, but actual climate disasters 
manifest a shifting global fascination, which is cast aside, when the media glaze 
looses interest (ibid: 10). The challenge here for cosmopolitan risk communities is to 
bridge the missing middle-range temporalities, which will connect mid-term 
temporalities with social projects with collective climate action and transformation. 
Caney determines a responsibility, where affluent individuals should be the 
responsibilities for e.g. mitigating greenhouse gases. When applying this argument to 
environmental refugees it would follow that individuals ideally should take the 
responsibility of environmental refugees. They should compensate for the damages 
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put on environmentally affected people. The privileged should thus, according to 
Caney, bear an extra burden. Though Caney argues for this as the ideal, he finds it 
necessary to have a second order. In relation to environmental refugees, if there 
should be a second order, an international legal regime should protect environmental 
refugees (Appendix 1). Carney argues that states will then have to play a larger role in 
setting up this international legal framework (ibid). In the case of environmental 
refugees, the previous chapter showed that there is a legal gap within the international 
law system. In this case the UN has significant power, because they form the Refugee 
Convention and therefore have the power to implement environmental refugees 
within this legal framework. Caney claims that those with power have a responsibility 
to act upon it, in this respect he would thus argue that the UN should bear the 
responsibility of implementing environmental refugees within the international legal 
framework. This could help to uphold the moral threshold, and thus give 
environmental refugees the human rights, which Caney argues are being violated. It is 
rather complex since this would require for the world community to agree on a law on 
environmental refugees. The responsibility is consequently placed on the world states, 
and the law depends on their ability to cooperate and reach consensus on the subject. 
The UN can in Caney’s terms, be used as a second-order responsibility, since the law 
concerning environmental refugees would merely have to ensure that agents follow 
their responsibility. But who should then bear the first-hand responsibility in the case 
of environmental refugees?  
 
The placing of responsibility, according to Beck, could prove to be problematic, due 
to the lack of empirical cosmopolitan knowledge. As climate change is of a large 
temporal entity, with a long latency period, it poses great difficulties to reliably 
estimate their threats and origins. If Caney believes that affluent individuals should 
bear the responsibility, whether climate change is anthropogenic or not, then he is not 
complying with Beck's idea of cosmopolitization in our global risk society. Caney 
instead is setting up an ideal, where affluent individuals should be compelling to their 
responsible duties, but in Beck's cosmopolitization idea, these affluent individuals 
may have knowledge of the climate risks and environmental refugees.  
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Consequently, if our world society is to reach a consensus on a new refugee law, then 
estimations of environmental refugees and climate change affected countries, will be 
needed in order to do so.  
This ironically, according to Beck, is greatly interconnected to the way our global 
society perceives global risks, and so seeks to estimate future events.  
Global risks, as before stated, means to stage a risk, which has not yet occurred. The 
way the global world operates is by staging risks, in order to prevent them. In context, 
environmental refugees could be potential global risks on two levels:  
 
1. They are risks if we legislate a new law, as we already have a law 
incorporating refugees 
2. They are risks if we do not legislate a law, due to the risk of individuals and 
peoples movements 
 
In this way, Beck is quite cynical towards modern global society, as he also mainly 
operates on a global scale. He is diagnosing the way our world functions as it is. In 
other words, the involuntary enlightenment as a consequence of risks means people 
care because of the possible consequences, if they do not. In this sense one could 
argue that they do not emotionally care as such. This notion of responsibility on the 
other hand, would not as such be an authentic feeling within the affluent individual. 
Could this pose an unreliability then, in the relationship between first and second 
orders and duties? Beck's cosmopolitization in this case strives to produce a more 
sociological understanding of climate changes and the environmentally affected 
people involved, where pragmatic reasoning and knowledge could trigger a 
willingness to globally comply with cosmopolitanism. I.e. the responsibilities and 
duties regarding environmental refugees, in Caney's opinion lies with affluent 
individuals and first and second orders, whereas Beck tries to produce a way to 
inspire people to comply with these responsibilities. In other words, a common 
understanding of climate change and environmental refugees would trigger a more 
collective cosmopolitan call for action and decision-making, and the responsibility 
would be placed in collective cosmopolitan societies.  
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Chapter Conclusion 
To return to the point of how to view the responsibility of environmental refugees, we 
can see that there are contrasting points in the views of Beck and Caney. Where 
Caney places the responsibility of preventing further climate change, he states that 
affluent individuals should bear the burden, being those with the biggest resources. 
He is vitally interested in what he describes the first and second order, where the 
second order has the responsibility to ensure that the first order complies with their 
duties of responsibility. This, as previously stated, is where Caney further argues for 
an implementation of environmental refugees in human rights within the current legal 
framework, where we argue that the UN could be a second order in implementing this 
law. Caney formulates his own definition, taking departure from the fundamental 
human rights; that no people should suffer from climate changes and all who are 
suffering should receive international protection. This formulation of peoples’ 
protection from climate changes, could provide our investigations with what could be 
implemented within the existing refugee law.  
Beck on the other hand is more concerned with the global dynamics produced by 
globalization. He thinks that cosmopolitanism is not wholly functioning as it is, and 
that we should see the world risks as an opportunity for a cosmopolitization of 
society. A cosmopolitization is what Beck thinks could solve some of the worlds 
contemporary problems. He also states that the world is experiencing an involuntary 
enlightenment and a forced cosmopolitanism, where nationals, people and the 
international arena, are now forced to communicate with each other, in order to solve 
risks.   
Where Caney sees the gap in international law regarding environmental refugees, 
placing the responsibility on first and second orders, Beck's vision of a change in 
cosmopolitanism and risks, deems Caney's idea as being unrealistic. The world risks 
are producing egoistic international choices and cosmopolitanism is not properly 
functioning, as the risks are of unknown entities, and are therefore staged risks. If 
people were to be enlightened and obtain knowledge of the excluded others, then 
Caney's argument for first and second orders would be more likely to succeed. The 
outcome being a willingness to have responsibilities and duties, as we will be more 
knowable of climate change and environmental refugees. 
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So, Caney sees that environmental refugees rights could be implemented and 
respected if we use the terms of first and second order responsibilities and duties. He 
is however not applying cosmopolitanism to the realities of the world. Here he is 
challenged by Beck, who states that the way the world is ordered now, environmental 
refugees are still considered as risks, and the way of implementing them in 
international law, will imply a cosmopolitization of empirical methods to enlighten 
people and produce authentic compassion.  
 
This compassion can be seen as a trait of globalization. In cosmopolitan thinking, 
globalization gives birth to an enlightenment of the other – voluntarily or 
involuntarily. In order to take action and help environmental refugees, one could 
discuss whether the expansion of knowledge is the key factor. In other words, Beck 
views environmental refugees as potential global risks. Global risks as stated before, 
are a staging of what could happen in the future. In a way they are imagined risks, as 
the catastrophe has not occurred. The key to solving this is spreading actual empirical 
knowledge of the environmental events occurring now, how people are suffering and 
the overwhelming consequences that climate-change will pose on the globe.  If people 
are in this way enlightened, one could discuss if more social movements will come to 
show on a global scale. What is more, if individuals are more enlightened will they 
then take more responsibility? Yet how can individuals and social movements 
actually take effect, if they are opposed against by the state, law and jurisdictional 
factors? 
 
The following chapter aims to discuss these global issues and consider whether 
Caney's ideas of how the individual’s responsibility can effectively work in the 
current debates of climate change.  
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Placing Caney in the Contemporary Debate 
As concluded in the previous chapter Beck and Caney have some disagreements over 
the current stage of cosmopolitan and how to take responsibility of environmental 
refugees. According to Beck’s view of the world, Caney’s theory seems very ideal by 
placing the responsibility on the affluent individuals, through a framework composed 
by second order responsibilities. But it could be argued if this responsibility would be 
motivated simply because it was required by law, or if it is arising from a moral and 
compassion. By applying Beck’s concept of cosmopolitization Caney’s theory 
becomes slightly more tangible. Through cosmopolitization people will become 
enlightened and thereby obtain a profound knowledge of the excluded other. This will 
result in a moral, a globalized compassion and a willingness to comply with duties of 
promoting global justice by taking care of environmental refugees. The combination 
of Beck and Caney is very compatible on a theoretical level, and Beck’s concept of 
cosmopolitization enables Caney’s theory of affluent individuals to be motivated by 
ethics and humanity rather than force. Caney’s intentions were that affluent 
individuals comply with their duties because of a compassion, but he still takes 
individuals who do not comply into consideration. This unwillingness to comply is 
the reason why there needs to be second order responsibilities, which clearly indicates 
that some will need to be forced. But while the discussion in regards to research 
question 2 was on a theoretical level, how does this function in practice? This chapter 
will solely focus on how the dimensions of Caney’s theory applied to environmental 
refugees can be placed in the contemporary debate of climate responsibility. This 
discussion will be taken in perspective to three units seen in contemporary society, 
namely states seen through realism, social movements and affluent individuals.  
   
As outlined previously, in this project Caney emphasizes the role of affluent 
individuals in bearing the burdens of climate changes but within a framework 
composed by second order bearers. Caney’s thoughts on the environmental 
responsibility were drawn upon environmental refugees, here also stating that the 
affluent individuals play a vital role, but that states are key units in setting up an 
international legal framework protecting environmental refugees. Caney’s theory can 
be characterized as being ideal if one relates it to the current discussions of climate 
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changes. The philosopher Thomas Nagel elaborated on this idea of global justice 
stating, “… global justice is not a viable subject for discussion, since the elaborate 
institutional demands needed for a just world cannot be met at the global level at this 
time” (Nagel in Sen, 2009: 25). Here Nagel draws upon Thomas Hobbes’ claim of the 
relationship between global justice and sovereignty not being possible with the way 
the world is structured through anarchy, as present in the thoughts of the ideology 
realism within international relations. 
Realism  
Realism is a view, which considers states and their political influence. According to 
realism the world is structured around conflict between both states and individuals, 
where some states and people are better off than others and they strive to maintain this 
position (Jackson & Sørensen, 2012: 39). 
For the realist thinker Hans Morgenthau, humans are self-interested and power 
seeking, always doing what benefits them instead of the interest of all people (ibid: 
40). Hereby the world can be characterized as anarchic, since there is no higher 
authority than the state. This classic view of realism is very pessimistic towards the 
human nature and very contrary to the thoughts of Caney and cosmopolitanism 
promoting moral values and rights to individuals in a cooperative and humane 
manner. The state seeks to protect its own rights and population by fighting for more 
power to maintain security and domination (ibid: 66). The COP19 is an example of 
the realist system, where many major states were seen as very self-interested. In 
November 2013 COP19 held in Warsaw, proved to be a disappointing outcome for 
everybody who wanted a more effective and serious discussion of climate changes. 
Despite COP19 being held only a few days after the Typhoon Haiyan in the 
Philippines with devastating outcomes (Rothenborg og Hannestad), there were little 
initiatives in combating climate changes from the major states - even though many 
state officials acknowledged the link between climate changes and human activities 
such as the British Prime Minister David Cameron (Mason og Carrington). The 
Philippines lead negotiator Yeb Sano pleaded for countries to take action but it came 
to deaf ears. In the shadow of the COP19, Caney’s ideas of global justice and 
distribution, seems difficult with the way the world is structured. The outcome of 
COP19 was as many realists would have predicted: vague on any international legal 
agreement and instead state centred. Instead of reducing their emissions, states such 
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as Japan, Canada, and Australia announced that their emissions would increase. Japan 
went from cutting back 25 % to instead emitting 3 % more (Murray). It would appear 
that the realist ideology was the most dominant during the COP19. Caney’s notion of 
states engaging in second order responsibilities was far from realized. If states are not 
willing to commit and engage in setting up a framework for an international legal 
agreement regarding climate changes, which has to happen before one can even 
discuss a legal framework for environmental refugees, it seems unlikely that affluent 
individuals will take this responsibility upon them. Even though they have the ability 
and therefore are the first order responsibilities, Caney still acknowledges that states 
play an important role in making sure that individuals comply with their duties. But 
an international legal framework concerning climate change is still very diffuse and it 
is hard to estimate what it is going to entail when the states meet in Paris 2015. The 
recent COPs have been a process that should serve as the groundwork for an 
international agreement between the states to be signed in Paris. 
 
The current world system is centred round a capitalistic production mode. Power is 
associated with money and economic growth along with strong military capacities. 
The discourse surrounding success is that it comes along with economic growth, thus 
being one of the main goals in contemporary society. The US is a clear hegemonic 
power but with a rising threat from China. These two nations are the biggest 
economies in the world, along with them being responsible for the biggest emissions 
of greenhouse gases (Vingtoft-Andersen og Thomsen). Thereby a large economy and 
production is closely connected to large emissions. But if states have to start taking 
climate changes and environmental refugees into consideration, it would mean a large 
reduction in their economic growth, if cheap green-tech solutions are not available. 
The US and China have through several COPs not initiated any real political will in 
committing to any climate obligations (ibid). These two nations along with other 
wealthy developed countries prioritize domestic political consideration rather than 
international, to maintain and/or improve their position in the anarchic system 
(Pogge). Currently undergoing an economic crisis, the current discourse of growth is 
linked to the claim that more growth is needed in order to overcome this crisis rather 
than focus on changing ones production and consumption patterns. Many states are 
encouraging consumption in order to gain an economic boost creating more jobs and 
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wealth. If the US or China suddenly made drastic changes in the environmental 
policies it would affect the power balance between them, if they do not do it 
simultaneously. The foreign policy applied by US and China can therefore be 
characterised as a defensive position protecting national security and interests 
(Jackson & Sørensen, 2012: 253). 
 
These domestic considerations challenge the implications of Caney’s egalitarian 
cosmopolitan thinking. Caney’s General Argument for Universalism defends the 
scope claim stating that there should be coherence between the global political realm 
and the domestic realm in regards to moral principles. By acknowledging the 
anthropogenic causes for climate changes and how it affects people all over the world, 
these powerful states are neglecting their duties and rights for other people by not 
adhering to moral universalism. But according to Caney, states do not actually have 
the primary responsibility, since Caney places this on affluent individuals being those 
who have the capability. States instead have a second order responsibility of framing 
an international legal framework for first order duties to comply within. No influential 
agreement has been reached during the past COPs, questioning the practical influence 
of Caney and his cosmopolitan thinking, and instead empirically confirming the ideas 
of realism and the pessimistic view of human nature. It does not seem as if the COP19 
made any achievements towards a global community. 
 
According to classical realism, ethics do not apply within the political sphere. 
Morgenthau makes a distinction between political and private ethics. Within the 
international scene you cannot count on your opponent to operate with a moral agenda 
as yourself, and you therefore risk to lose power, which could lead to suffering for the 
state (Jackson & Sørensen, 2012: 74). During a crisis it may be necessary to engage in 
activities that violates the boundaries of private morality if one is to pursue what is 
best for national interests. “Sometimes it may be necessary to trample on human 
rights for the sake of the national interest: during war, for example” (ibid: 74). This a 
tragic view, but according to realists reality. “Politics is ‘an autonomous sphere of 
action’ and cannot therefore be reduced to morals” (ibid: 75). 
Through his claim of universalism, Caney ascribes the individual great importance, 
thereby undermining the state and the anarchic world system. Caney does to some 
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extent agree with the distinction between private and political ethics, but this is only 
in regards to special duties one can have towards friends, family and colleagues. 
Caney would highly object to the realist claiming that ethics do not apply within the 
political sphere, which is evident through his concept of the moral threshold. What is 
more, the realist claim that it may be necessary to ignore human rights, does not gain 
applause from Caney or many other cosmopolitans for that matter. Human rights are 
of great importance in Caney’s work, and any violation of them cannot be excused. 
As mentioned several times, Caney puts forward his own set of human rights, 
focusing on the link between climate changes and human rights. According to 
Caney’s notion of human rights these are greatly being violated in the anarchic 
system, due to the continuous failure to address the problem of climate changes and 
through that environmental refugees. 
 
By placing Caney in the current debate structured by the anarchic system, his theory 
appears very ideal and unachievable within any near future. His theory is grounded in 
justice and does not take state sovereignty and power struggles into consideration as 
realists do. Cosmopolitan theories however aspire to a better universal moral than 
there currently is, and therefore Caney’s theory should be seen as an ideal that the 
world ought to strive towards even though it will be a great challenge. Caney does 
acknowledge the importance of states, but through his theory it is evident that states 
should downplay their sovereignty and domestic considerations, and instead 
emphasize this universal moral threshold, by granting rights to the unfortunate such as 
environmental refugees, in order to have a more equal distribution of wealth. This 
would mean that states should make sacrifices within their own state to help others 
that need it more. The wealthy states are characterized as consumer societies, and 
sacrifices would not entail that people would be reduced to living on a threshold of 
survival. Instead it would for many be a reduction in a luxurious life style compared 
to those living on a day-to-day survival basis. From a moral cosmopolitan point of 
view, a reduction of a luxurious life style would seem fair if it meant that more people 
could be pulled out of poverty regardless of it being caused by climate changes. But 
from a realist point of view this would undermine the national interests and its people, 
and therefore the moral thoughts of distribution have controversies from powerful 
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nations, since they have to cut back on their living standards that they have grown 
acquainted to. 
Furthermore the world has throughout history been competing for resources. Many 
resources are now becoming scarce, which from a realist point of view could make 
states distance themselves even more from environmental refugees, since they would 
have to distribute the resources with an expanding group, seen in context with an 
increasing national population. It is estimated that the world population will grow to 8 
billion in 2024, all competing for the world’s resources (Worldometers). If some 
states were to open their borders it could lead to overpopulation within areas, often 
the urban. Too many people within one area triggers many side effects such as 
diseases, violence, conflicts, unemployment and poverty, because of the conflict over 
scarce resources, as well as sanitation problems. These issues can thus also result in 
further migration (Myers, 2005: 2). Open borders can also pose a threat for the 
national identity (Delanty, Citizenship in a global age; Society, culture, politics chap 
7), if a country receives large groups of refugees with different cultural affiliations. 
Here religion is one of the big conflicts, since it has been the root of many violent 
conflicts throughout history (Woodlock). Bangladesh is a Muslim country, very 
exposed to climate changes, especially rising sea levels, which forces many to flee. 
But the neighbouring country India, is a Hindu country and by granting asylum to 
millions of Bangladeshi it could pose a threat to the Indian identity in many areas, and 
in the worse case scenario, lead to conflicts between Muslim Bangladeshi and Hindu 
Indian - all wanting to preserve their religion. These conflicts of religion are seen in 
other areas in India such as the Kashmir province (Scientific America). The national 
security therefore plays a very important role for states engagement in the matter of 
environmental refugees. Caney as a cosmopolitan would argue that national 
boundaries are irrelevant because all people have the same rights, and the possibilities 
one has in life is very arbitrary according to where one is born. 	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Affluent Individuals 
Caney argues that affluent individuals have to take the main responsibility in climate 
change, yet this view has some difficulties when placed in contemporary society. The 
methodological considerations, hereunder how to measure who the affluent people 
actually are, and how much they should compensate, is not outlined in Caney’s 
theory. Ideally it would happen without a second order, but is it realistic that affluent 
individuals would donate their resources to climate change voluntarily? It is hard to 
say if the most resourceful individuals play an important role on the international 
scene in regards to climate change, as it is today. In the matter of environmental 
refugees it is hard to apply Caney’s theory of the responsibility of climate changes, to 
an incorporation of environmental refugees in a legal framework. It can be argued that 
taking responsibility of environmental refugees requires more than resources. Some of 
the central responsibilities within environmental refugees are which countries should 
host and protect these refugees. There are aspects of environmental refugees, which 
the affluent individual are not capable of handling, since it does not have influence 
upon the more political decisions concerning asylum. In this sense Caney’s theory is 
difficult to apply on the issue of environmental refugees. When placing the 
responsibility of environmental refugees it is a question of states’ willingness to 
receive this group of refugees. National security plays a great role for countries in the 
decision of receiving refugees, as mentioned in the section of realism. 
To elaborate on the previous example, the border between Bangladesh and India 
shows that affluent individuals might not be able to solve bigger issues concerning 
environmental refugees. Bangladesh is a very low-lying country and sea rising levels 
has already begun to submerge the most low-lying areas (Friedman, Scientific 
American). This has already resulted in many environmental refugees, fleeing from 
the low-lying areas, and scientific estimations show that the biggest environmental 
refugee flow will derive from Bangladesh. However Bangladesh’s neighbour country 
India has already alerted against taking any of these refugees. India and Bangladesh 
has a long and tense relationship, which will make it difficult for the refugees to enter 
India. India has marked this by a nearly finished fence along the borders to 
Bangladesh, indicating alertness for when Bangladeshi Environmental Refugees start 
to flee over borders (Friedman, Scientific American). They thus view it as a national 
threat. Receiving a larger group of refugees demands a lot of resources from the 
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country and can cause disrupt in the sense of cultural differences and the economic 
implications it have on the host country (CNA 22). 
  
This case shows that concerning environmental refugees there are issues within the 
subject that might not be possible to solve solely with economic capital. Within the 
debate is the question of national security, cultural differences and cooperation 
between countries (as seen in the example of COP19). However, as will be elaborated 
later on, many individuals take responsibility by being active in social movements. 
Still, these individuals are not driven by the responsibility because they have 
resources in form of money, but because they have the resources mainly in form of 
knowledge and compassion. 
As a counter-argument to whether affluent individuals could take a share of 
responsibility of environmental refugees, could be in the case of states receiving 
refugees. If India has drawn borders between Bangladesh and themselves, and 
possibly be reluctant to receive environmental refugees, affluent individuals could in 
theory affect the national politics of India. They may not be able to do actual 
decision-making, but with sufficient knowledge, they could affect the second order 
responsibilities in India, inspiring these to (at least) discuss the situation with the 
Indian government, with help from their agents. Caney describes the second order 
responsibilities as those who have agents (first orders) to perform certain actions. If 
affluent individuals in India obtain the right knowledge of Bangladesh and feel it 
necessary to take action, they could make contact with second-order responsibilities. 
These could be e.g. political institutions or social and environmental organisations. If 
the affluent individuals have the resources to e.g. promise funding for these 
institutions and projects, so they have enough recourses to mobilize their agents, then 
affluent individuals could actually have some influence. The agents of the second 
orders could be individuals with specialized knowledge in economics, climate change 
or social cohesion. As Caney states, these agents can perform various actions, in the 
ways of creating norms, incentivization, enforcement – through civil disobedience. 
Here is where the affluent individuals resources plays a significant role. Not only 
could they set up economic funding for the second order institution, but they also 
affect the capacities of the agents, in terms of funding the specialized agents to 
mobilize citizens into civil movements. This could be in the likes of larger events in 
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local political institutions or outside a religious temple. If the agents could spread 
their specialized knowledge of environmental refugees to the citizens, then further 
civil force could in theory affect India's government on receiving refugees from 
Bangladesh. Hereby the citizen's sense of moral towards Bangladesh refugees could 
be affected by the economic advantages of the affluent individual. It is however quite 
important to stress that Caney believes that the affluent individual is not necessarily 
driven by moral but also by responsibility. It could therefore be necessary to talk 
about knowledge of climate-change and environmental refugees – for how could the 
individual know the effects of climate change, in order to take their share of 
responsibility? Then in Caney’s opinion, it is the responsibility of the second orders 
and their agents, to use their specialized knowledge to inform affluent individuals of 
climate change - and inspire them to use their resources on their institution. These 
affluent individuals can hereby through their power as first order agents, spread their 
moral and responsibility by taking on a role simultaneously as a second order agent. 
In this sense it is possible for affluent individuals to take a responsibility towards 
environmental refugees. But this depends on a moral willingness, since force will not 
motivate them to engage in second order responsibilities.  
  
Social Movements 
Social movements responding to global issues can be seen as a result of living in a 
globalized world with increasing social interactions and relations across national 
borders. According to Caney’s theory the affluent individuals should bear the primary 
responsibility of environmental refugees. To Caney it thus seems more justified that 
the persons with more resources in society, take more responsibility. As mentioned 
previously, in the case of environmental refugees it can be argued that the most 
affluent individuals in contemporary society do not take the responsibility that Caney 
argues they should take. It is hard to measure how many affluent individuals there are 
in each country, and how many considerations they make to environmental refugees. 
In Caney’s definition of affluent individuals, he only states people who have the 
economic resources, but not how many resources these must have in order to take 
responsibility.  
However, this being said, many social movements are concerned with environmental 
refugees. Individuals with the capabilities and the resources that are enabled to take 
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some responsibility motivate these movements. This is primarily second order agents, 
but can also be first order agents. “Social movements will thus be defined as processes 
of political protest that mobilize human, material, and cultural resources in linking 
individual actors and organizations together in pursuit of a common cause” 
(Jamison, 2010: 813). Social movements can be seen as a process of adding new 
values to society, by claiming that there needs to be changes for the current conduct, 
most often arising from critical communities. “Movements bring the issue and its 
value context to a wider public and to the political arena” (Rochon, 1998: 240). 
Social movements are thus a vital part of a cultural change that also in the case of 
environmental refugees can be a moral. These ways of organizing is an opponent to 
the historical society as being steered from above, with individuals initiating and 
mobilizing the change (ibid: 248). “At the heart of the idea of a movement society is 
the view that progressive change has come to be seen as possible and normal” (ibid: 
250). 
 
During the last couple of years there has been an increase in a new kind of political 
activism concerning climate change. It often involves civil obedience and direct 
actions. It has been referred to as a climate justice movement being a part of a bigger 
and broader global justice movement (Jamison, 2010: 817). This shows an 
involvement by the individual taking responsibility by acting upon climate changes. 
An example is the international organisation Greenpeace. Greenpeace is built up by 
activists from civil society, and has played a great role in the debate of climate 
changes. Greenpeace has gained power through their campaigning, and in regards to 
climate change they have played a big role in depicting the reality of climate changes 
(Doyle 129). They try to establish a new norm within the debate of climate changes 
by calling for a change of the current situation. Caney refers to this as a kind of 
second-order policy (Caney, 2014: 19). Greenpeace can be seen as an agent who is 
trying to influence the behaviour of others, by changing what is seen as appropriate 
and what is not (ibid: 19). Caney identifies another second order policy, which many 
social movements are engaging in, namely civil disobedience. This covers the 
activities where citizens, or in the case of Greenpeace members, discourage and try to 
prevent governments from activities which damage the environment and increase 
climate changes. Greenpeace encourages civil obedience in the form of non-violent 
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direct action (Greenpeace). In the words of Caney, Greenpeace and other social 
movements are a vital part of ensuring that states live up to their responsibility of 
setting a legal framework, which first order bearers must comply to. 
 
Other agents who have power within the subject of environmental refugee are the 
scientists engaged in present studies of environmental refugees. According to Caney 
their results and work play a vital role in getting agents to mitigate (Caney, 2014: 18). 
Some scientists have taken this responsibility and acted through activism. They have 
found themselves forced to engage in climate activism, because of a feeling of moral 
responsibility to act (Brooks). The civil individual in this case, takes responsibility 
and tries to make a change in the debate of climate changes. If climate scientists 
effectively can spread awareness they are able to undermine resistance (Sidney). They 
are given the resource of knowledge and Caney would therefore argue that they bear a 
responsibility towards climate change and environmental refugees. 
 
Caney would classify social movements as bearing the responsibility of the second 
order. They can play a crucial role in creating a norm, which opposes the ignorance of 
environmental refugees in the international legal framework. This shows how 
individuals can play a larger role in placing the responsibility of climate changes. 
Beck describes the emergence of social actors who connect across borders, with the 
shared interest in a pragmatic reasoning on responsibility. He views this as a potential 
new cosmopolitan sense of solidarity. Beck’s findings are based on crosscutting 
qualitative findings, they thus build on case studies. From his findings, Beck argues 
that there is a growing cosmopolitan environmental movement, increasingly visible in 
the global climate debate (Beck, 2013: 17). Facing the anticipated global risks, Beck 
argues that new cosmopolitan forces are arising. “However, the compulsion to react to 
global risks also releases a new cosmopolitical force, which potentially binds people 
nations, religions, economies, and so on, together - the ‘threat to human 
civilization...’” (ibid: 5). 
The People’s Movement on Climate Change (PMCC) is an example of one of these 
social movements. They have set up their own protocol focusing on the rights of 
people rather than states and corporations. Through focus on environmental respect, 
unequal patterns of worldwide distribution, human rights, and social justice they 
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question the state sovereignty and instead grant it to the people. This is a very 
cosmopolitical way of thinking, by uniting in a global force to the global risk of 
climate change. There is no evidence that the PMCC is advocating for a world 
governance, but they are questioning the state sovereignty and instead agreeing with 
many concepts of Caney as his General Argument for Universalism, and his four 
components. 
 
According to both Beck and Caney, these new cosmopolitical forces are rising. 
Whether they are due to a fear of what might come if we do not act, or of a more 
moral just character one could discuss perhaps without ever being able to conclude on 
it. But it does show that these cosmopolitan forces of social movements and critical 
communities is challenging the established world order of anarchy. Methodologically 
the thoughts of both Beck and Caney is very coherent with the cosmopolitical way of 
thinking. “... cosmopolitization produces exactly the opposite: the order of the nation-
state(s) is being disturbed, undermined and redefined, reimagined by the intervention 
and incorporation of human rights, NGO’s, climate experts, global capital, global 
mediat(iz)ed risks, and so forth” (Beck, 2013: 5). Beck is more pragmatic in his 
approach describing the changes of cosmopolitization currently happening. 
Contextualizing the theory of Caney to social movements, Caney’s theory is more 
fitting than realism. Through his theory Caney is outlining an ideal of how he believes 
the responsibility of climate changes ought to be distributed. Hereby he is reimagining 
and reinventing the structure and values of the world. Many of Caney’s concepts and 
values are also evident in social movement of PMCC and Greenpeace. 
 
As explained under the analysis of research question 1, there is no legal definition of 
environmental refugees, and there is a lack of awareness in the public forum. There is 
therefore a limited amount of movements and organisations that focus on 
environmental refugees. The PMCC focuses on those affected by climate changes, 
and claims that they have to be included at a higher level in the discussion of climate 
changes and it costs. They do not mention environmental refugees, but instead refer to 
those affected by climate changes which would thereby include environmental 
refugees. As mentioned in research question 1, this could be due to the diffuseness 
concerning environmental refugees and the lack of consensus and recognition of 
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environmental refugees. By not having a legally acknowledged definition it can be 
hard to refer to the concept of environmental refugees in a direct manner. Despite this 
lack of a clear definition you can still find people and initiatives advocating for the 
rights of environmental refugees, but on a smaller scale than you can with climate 
changes. One is The Nansen Initiative launched in October 2012. With it only being a 
little more than a year old, it is a clear indication of just how new the concept of 
environmental refugees is. The Nansen Initiative is state led by the governments of 
Norway and Switzerland, and one can therefore not classify it as a social movement. 
It does however claim to be a bottom-up approach that through consultations “will 
bring together representatives from states, international organizations, NGOs, civil 
society, think tanks and others key actors working on issues related to displacement 
and natural disasters, including climate change” (Nansen Initiative). Many aspects of 
social movements are evident in the ideas of the Nansen Initiative, and it can as 
minimum be characterized as a newly arisen cosmopolitical force, to deploy the term 
by Beck. By wishing to address the normative gaps of legal law, however mostly 
referring to environmental refugees as climate displaced people. 
 
Chapter Conclusion 
By placing Caney in the contemporary debate there are areas where his theory is 
difficult to apply. This chapter has argued that the world is still very state centric, 
hereby undermining Caney’s theory of affluent individuals’ responsibility. States are 
still very preoccupied with national interests, and environmental refugees can 
therefore be regarded as a national security threat, that states are not eager to 
acknowledge, as was seen during the COP19. Caney’s element of the moral 
universalism based on coherence between the domestic and international realm is not 
seemingly applicable for the current world system. Even though states acknowledge 
human rights, they are not interested in dealing with the current climate changes, and 
further expanding the human rights to grant environmental refugees with international 
protection.  
When regarding social movements Caney’s theory is more applicable; social 
movements can be seen as arising cosmopolitan forces working across different 
institutional levels and national boundaries. There has been a growth in social 
movements, and they are gaining importance within the political sphere.   
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However it can be discussed how big a role social movements play in the question of 
environmental refugees, but this could be due to environmental refugees being a 
rising concept, which is slowly moving into the public debate.  
Caney’s placement of responsibility on affluent individuals shows the difficulties of 
solely applying his theory. As mentioned in our Method chapter the main focus of this 
project is moral philosophy influenced by political philosophy. Morally it would seem 
very just with a more equal distribution of wealth that would be able to invest in 
adaptation and mitigation for environmental refugees. By focusing on the legal 
framework of an incorporation of environmental refugees, there are however many 
difficulties in applying Caney’s concept of first order responsibilities. Second order 
responsibilities are very applicable to the project since the international legal 
framework functions through states - how then are affluent individuals to distribute 
their wealth so that environmental Refugees can be incorporated in international law? 
From our research we cannot provide a sufficient solution. Affluent individuals might 
very well be able to finance funding and research on the subject of environmental 
refugees, but if entire nations have to flee, what use is this research if states will not 
grant asylum to all these refugees? Therefore Caney’s theoretical framework seems 
very ideal if nation states are not willing to open their borders and give aid to these 
refugees. Caney’s theory should thus be regarded as an ideal, which the world ought 
to strive towards, rather than completely reflecting on the contemporary debate.  
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Final Conclusion 
To return to our initial question of research, the following pages will uncover our 
most important findings in our inquiries and thereby we will strive to give an 
adequate answer to our problem formulation.  
 
The complexity of defining environmental refugees is an on going debate. Currently 
there is no legal definition of environmental refugees and when looking at the 
international legal framework for refugees, it is evident that they are not included. 
This is linked to the lack of research between climate changes and involuntary 
migration. It can be hard to distinguish between voluntary and involuntary migration, 
thereby posing an obstacle regarding a consensus of a clear definition. Since they are 
not legally recognized, it can be a hindrance deploying the term refugee in connection 
to environment. An international recognition of environmental refugees is needed 
before there can be an international legal framework incorporating environmental 
refugees. The main question, which we have uncovered, is who should take the 
responsibility of environmental refugees. 
From our research of Caney’s theoretical framework, we have discovered the 
following cosmopolitan concepts: affluent individuals, first and second order 
responsibility, and human rights. Caney claims that people have a right not to suffer 
from the disadvantages caused by climate changes, thus granting human rights to 
environmental refugees. This project sought to apply Caney’s theory of a global 
justice regarding climate changes to the distribution of responsibility of 
environmental refugees. By applying Caney’s theory he thus sees that the affluent 
individuals should take the first order responsibilities of environmental refugees. 
Second order agents have a responsibility of composing a legal framework to ensure 
that first order agents comply with their duties. Therefore there is an element of force 
in Caney’s theory, rather than people being driven by the cosmopolitan thoughts of 
common humanity. Caney’s cosmopolitan ideas of justice have proven to be 
somewhat complex in relation to the current international law and environmental 
refugees. This was uncovered when we examined Beck’s theory of world risk society 
and the potential risks of implementing environmental refugees in international law. 
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Where Beck is interested in seeing climate change as an opportunity to cosmopolitize 
the world; i.e. empirically enlighten people in order to inspire them to take 
responsibility, he is also quite sceptical of the way the world risk society is 
functioning; being that the global interdependency is now staging risks in order to 
prevent future catastrophes. The staging of risks could seemingly be applied to 
environmental refugees. Beck would argue that environmental refugees could be 
considered as a world risk in two ways: if the international refugee law implements 
environmental refugees, then countries will receive more refugees than now and strain 
their resources. If they do not implement environmental refugees then there is a risk 
of a public outrage and an influx of illegal refugees. 
By looking at Beck's ideas, we could see that Caney's ideal of placing responsibilities 
on affluent individuals and second order agents could be a problem. We found that if 
the world functioned from Caney's perspective, than those with the most resources 
would be forced to take responsibility of climate change and environmental refugees 
if they do not comply with their duties. Beck's idea of a cosmopolitan enlightenment 
challenges this: if people are forced to take responsibility then they will not be 
authentically compassionate. They will be lacking the knowledge of climate change 
(as measuring climate change is hard) and in the long term, it is not a stable solution. 
In sum, Beck uncovered how Caney's theory does not take the current structuring of 
world risks into account, posing an ideal without considering the implications. 
 
When applying Caney’s theoretical work to the juridical aspects it undermines the 
current world system of state anarchy. There is no coherence between the domestic 
and global realm, as Caney argues there should be in a cosmopolitan society. With the 
example of COP19 states failed to address their responsibility as second order agents, 
making it very difficult to apply Caney’s theory of affluent individuals if there are no 
requirements towards them. Regarding social movements, the responsibility of 
affluent individuals is more likely to succeed. This project found, that if these affluent 
individuals use their resources on second orders, e.g. climate organisations, then they 
(second orders) could more easily spread their specialized knowledge and therefore 
inspire civil movements and climate action. 
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But when addressing the legal framework states are the dominant agents, and here 
Caney’s distribution of responsibility comes to short. First order agents have limited 
options in providing a legal framework, since this has to be done through second 
order agents in this case being states. To apply Caney’s cosmopolitan thinking of 
justice would require that these affluent individuals engage in social movements to 
exert pressure on states to set up a legal framework. However they cannot be forced to 
do this, seeing that there is no framework to do so, and it would therefore require that 
these first order agents are motivated by moral and compassion. Seemingly not 
enough affluent individuals engage in the discussions of environmental refugees, and 
as Beck stated this would require a process of cosmopolization, which Caney in his 
work does not acknowledge. What is more, it is hard to make clear estimations of who 
these affluent individuals are, and how one can measure their resources in order to 
place a responsibility on them.  
The initial intention of Caney is to address the distribution of responsibility of climate 
changes. Here there are also shortcomings since states (second order agents) 
continuously fail to acknowledge the need for an international legal framework on 
climate changes. Caney acknowledges that many must be forced to comply with their 
duties, but there is nothing to ensure this compliance. These same implications arise 
when regarding the distribution of responsibility of environmental refugees. When 
Caney’s theory is put into practice, he has to rely on a hope that affluent individuals 
are motivated by moral and compassion since no legal institutions normally force 
individuals to take a responsibility.  
In conclusion, the theoretical work by Caney ought thus to be seen as an ideal 
solution for offering an international law to distribute the responsibility of 
environmental refugees, rather than a practical solution. Caney’s cosmopolitan 
thoughts of global justice do not function in the anarchical society with states 
preoccupied with national security and economic growth. It seems as if states are 
more concerned with gaining power and preventing catastrophes, to maintain their 
position, rather than to equally distribute the resources in the world.  
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Appendix 
Appendix 1: Mail Correspondence with Simon Caney 
 
Dear Professor Simon Caney, 
 
I hope it is okay for me to write to you. I found your mail through the 
University of Oxford and thought I might as well try writing  to you, since 
I am very interested in your work, and I have some questions related to it. 
 
I am a Danish student at Roskilde University currently writing a paper about 
the legal gap in the universal declaration of human rights and international 
law, concerning environmental refugees. People affected by environmental 
changes who are forced to move, internally or internationally, are currently 
not legally seen as refugees. They are therefore not entitled to 
international protection. I find your work very interesting, and have 
therefore chosen to utilize your theory as my main, along with the moral 
thoughts of cosmopolitanism. My focus is on Justice and how your thoughts 
concerning the responsibility of climate changes can be applied to the 
discussion of environmental refugees. 
 
If I am not mistaken, in the article Cosmopolitan Justice, Responsibility, 
and Global Climate Change you place the responsibility of the climate 
changes on the affluent individuals in the world. I was just wondering if 
you have had any thoughts concerning the responsibility of environmental 
refugees? Furthermore do you believe that there should be an international 
law implementing the rights of environmental refugees, on the same level as 
political refugees? If yes - do you see it as realistic placing the 
responsibility on the affluent individuals, or do states play a bigger role 
as a unit? 
 
Hope you have the time to answer this mail. 
 
Best regards 
Julie Fogt Rasmussen 
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Dear Julie 
 
Thanks for your email and your interest in my work. 
 
I have discussed environmental refugees a bit.  In one paper I argued 
that "all persons have a human right not to be forcibly evicted" and 
that climate change jeopardizes this right by forcibly displacing 
people from small island states and coastal settlements.  It is in 
'Human Rights, Responsibilities, and Climate Change' in Global Basic 
Rights (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009) edited by Charles Beitz 
and Robert Goodin, pp.227-247 at p.233.  (It will be discussed in more 
detail in the book that I am working on.) 
 
Because of this I do think that those who are forced to move because 
of climatic changes (both within their state or across borders) should 
be entitled to protection, including international protection.  So, 
yes, I do think that there should be an "international law 
implementing the rights of environmental refugees, on the same level 
as political refugees. 
 
On the question of who should bear the burden - both of preventing 
such climatic changes and also enabling people to adapt - I would use 
the principles I defended in the paper you mentioned (and another one 
in 2010) to determine who should bear the burden for protecting those 
whose rights have been violated. 
 
You asked if this should be borne by affluent individuals.  My answer 
would have two parts.  First, I think that ideally individuals should 
bear the burdens.  There are often enormous differences in 
contributions by different individuals within states and it would seem 
unfair to make them all equally liable.  Second, however, if there is 
to be an international legal regime that protects environmental 
regimes then states must play the key role in setting up such a legal 
regime.  I would argue that states here are what I call second-order 
duty bearers: by this I mean that they have a role to play to make 
sure that others comply with their climate responsibilities.   I 
explain the distinction between second-order responsibility bearers 
and first order responsibility bearers in a forthcoming paper ('Two 
Kinds of Climate Justice') that I have attached to this email.  The 
core idea is that first order responsibilities are the duties that 
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agents (including individuals) have to mitigate and enable adaptation; 
and that second order responsibilities are the duties that agents 
(including states) have to ensure that others comply with their first 
order responsibilities.  So, I would say that individuals should bear 
climate responsibilities to reduce emissions and fund adaptation (so 
first order responsibilities) but that states have a crucial role to 
play in ensuring that individuals comply with their duties (and thus 
have second-order responsibilities).  Does that make sense? 
  
i hope this helps clarify.  Let me know if you would have any further questions. 
 
best wishes 
Simon  	  
